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Introduction

All surveys experience nonresponse in spite of the fact that the goal for all sample
surveys is to maximize survey response, and thus minimize nonresponse bias in the
survey estimates. Over the years, survey incentives (both monetary and non-monetary)
have been used in conjunction with other survey methodologies to obtain complete and
accurate information for the largest number of sample units.

Incentive use in surveys has spanned a wide variety of survey types, sponsors,
respondents, and survey topics. As the title suggesis, we present and discuss the use
of remuneration (monetary incentives) in selected health surveys conducted by the
National Center for Health Statistics, CDC (NCHS), the Agency for Health Care
Policy and Research(AHCPR), and Project HOPE.

Experimental and field results have demonstrated that incentives can have a
positive impact on survey response rates, and we will concentrate on describing
selected incentive applications and experiments. Included here are new results from a
field wrial of remuneration in NCHS's Nativnal Survey of Family Growth, Cycle 5
Pretest.

Additional information in the area of remuneration in health surveys not reviewed

in this paper can be found in the literature” > ** In particular, the paper by Kulka

' Kulka, R.A (1992, October). _A Brief Review of the Use of Monetary Incentives
in Federal Statistical Survevs, presented at the COPAFS Symposium on Incentives in
Surveys, Boston, MA

> Willimack, D.K., Petrella, M., Beebe, T, and Welk, M. (1992, August). The
Use of Incentives in Surveys: Annotated Bibliography, Survey Research Center,
Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan
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included in this volume gives a brief background on the use of monetary incentives
and references numerous articles this topic across various types of surveys. Kulka also
addresses sociological models proposed to describe the operation of incentives. The
paper by Willimack et al. 15 an unpublished review of published literature however
they do make the observation : "The bulk of the published literature regards the
effects of incentives in mail surveys. No doubt incentives have been and/or are being
used in both telephone and face-to-face surveys, but there is a lack of documentation
of tests in the published literature. Perhaps incentives have been implemented in
telephone and face-to-face surveys based on the mail survey results and on ‘common’
sense, without specific testing within mode. Based on a brief look at conference
abstracts, it appears that documentation of incentive testing and/or use in survey modes
other than mail may be found in non-published literature, such as professional
association conference presentations.”

Overview of Health Survey Issues and Remuneration

The use of monetary incentives is not new in health surveys and over the years
those of us working in the field have learned a great deal about their use. Much of the
material in this section was presented at an October 1992 COPAFS/OMB Symposium
on Providing Incentives to Survey Respondents held at the John F. Kennedy School of
Government, Harvard University, Cambridge, MA.

Although most surveys conducted by the Federal Government are ‘based on unpaid,
voluntary participation, monetary or gift incentives for participation may be justified
for certain types of household and establishment based surveys in order to increase
participation rates, encourage accurate record keeping, and/or keep expenses down. In
addition for health surveys, remuneration may be justified for surveys which involve a
physical examination and the drawing of a blood sample in order to maximize
response rates.

High response rates bring the benefits of increased validity through increased
precision and reduced potential for bias in survey estimates Incentives and

* Kulka, R. A (1994, Ma}r} The use of Incentives to Survey "Har d-}g-Reach"

Respondents: A .
presented at the COPAFS Seminar on New Directions in Stanistical Methodology,
Bethesda, MD.

‘ Dillman, D. A. (1991) The design and administration of mail surveys. Annual
Review of Sociclogy, 17, p. 225-249

226




remuneration can be considered appropriate whenever respondents are asked to devote
time and effort (sometimes a considerable amount) to assisting the govmmmt in
obtaining high quality data for research and policy related issues which will impact the

entire nation.

For population based surveys, incentives can result in a higher motivation to
participate, increased effort to give accurate (honest) responses, greater acceptance of
government surveys, increased response rates, lower item nonresponse rates, and cost
savings through better data quality and fewer call backs and/or canceled appointments.
Further, cash incentives enhance the importance of the survey to respondents and
provide tangible evidence of the value of their input. Incentives may stimulate
otherwise reluctant respondents to participate and to more readily make themselves
available to participate. Gift incentives for children could reinforce the value and

importance of their participation.

The largest potential for net benefits from remuneration or incentives will be
found: among surveys that experience higher refusal or item non-response rates,
among surveys where persons at higher risk of being targeted respondents are less
‘likely to participate (thus biasing the results); in situations where respondents are easy
to locate, but initial or continuing cooperation 1s hard to gain, among those surveys
requiring repeated contact in & short time period (like 2 month) or with other
significant burden involved (like a physical examination or drawing of blood); or
among those that require respondents to do something on their own, like complete a
mail questionnaire or keep diaries, or participate in a followup survey of initial
nonrespondents.

In particular incentives are most likely to have an effect in surveys that: require the
respondent to travel; are lengthy or have a longitudinal component; are focussed at
hard to reach populations (like adolescents or young black males), or that ask
questions about sensitive topics (like income, drug use, risk behaviors related to
HIV/AIDS) Remuneration may also gain survey participation when sample persons
do not perceive an immediate benefit to themselves and/or society by participating,

Preparation and pilot testing of questionnaires (especially laboratory based testing)
often requires respondent travel and takes large blocks of respondent time. The
potential benefit to the survey 15 so large from this tvpe of testing that remuneration 1s
well worth it

For institutional surveys, incentives can result in money and time savings (e.g.,

hospital versus government staff abstracting hospital records), removal of a bamer to
participation (financial loss), greater acceptance of government surveys, cost savings
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. through fewer call backs and/or canceled appointments, increased response rates, and
for some businesses, lower item nonresponse rates, and better data quality.

Remuneration in institutional surveys is ofiten seen as compensation rather than as
an incentive to participate in voluntary surveys. Institutions think of time as money
and may consider compensation a requirement to engage in substantial continuing
activities. Some may set that standard for any voluntary survey. In this sense,
remuneration may make a survey possible. In addition to participation, remuneration
to the institution can be cost beneficial to the government if summary data must be
compiled from business records for survey purposes. The institution can often do it
for less than having government field representatives comb the records. In businesses
‘where staff energies must be diverted to complete a survey, the thoroughness and
accuracy of the response may be improved if the business is being remunerated.

In institutional surveys, the continuing nature of data collection from particular
respondents is a critical factor. There may be no other way to obtain the data (e.g. the
is a charge for access to hospital records and state vital records already exist, why
should the government be excepted?). Remuneration may actually be less expensive
than providing the person hours needed to compile the data from institutional records
even if the institution 1s willing to grant access.

A review of these issues and the use of incentive methods took place at the 1992
COPAFS/OMB Symposium®. This led to a recommendation, "that OMB seriously
consider an agency's request to use incentives in a limited number of specific
situations in which a survey violates the norm of what is considered the standard
survey." The participants defined a standard survey as: a cross-sectional survey of the
household population done in about an hour in 2 single session at the respondent's
convenience; and done in the respondent's home with non-intrusive, nonsensitive
questions. Symposium participants suggested that incentives be considered in the
following special situations:

Surveys of hard-to-reach or special population subgroups,

Surveys involving unusual demands or respondent intrusions such as -

* Council of Professional Associations on Federal Statistics (COPAFS). (1993),
September). Providing incentives to survey respondents: Final report (Contract No
GS0092AEM0914). Washington, DC: Regulatory Information Service Center, General

Services Administration.
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Lengthy interviews,

Keeping a diary,

Taking physical or physiological tests, or
Going somewhere special to participate;

Surveys involving sensitive questions and/or topics;

Surveys involving a commitment to participate over time such as for a panel
survey; and :

Surveys where respondents are not a household respondent such as a physician,
hospital, or nursing home. ' '

Specific Experiences with Remuneration in Health Surveys

This section highlights some major instinutional and population based surveys
which successfully use or have used remuneration fo increase survey response and/or

data quality. For some of the summaries we have paraphrased or reproduced
language in the original references for the sake of accuracy.

NATIONAL HEALTH AND NUTRITION EXAMINATION SURVEY

The National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES) is a periodic
survey designed to assess the health and nutritional status of the noninstitutional
population of the United States. The NHANES consists of a household interview with
adult, youth, and family medical history questionnaires, followed by a 3-4 hour
standardized physical examination in specially equipped mobile examination centers
(MEC's). The NHANES 15 based on a stratified multistage cluster probability sample
design®. The on-going Third NHANES or NHANES III is the seventh in a series of
surveys using health examination procedures that have been conducted since 1960 by
NCHS.

As for most large-scale Federal surveys, the success of the NHANES surveys
depends upon voluntary participation of individuals selected in the sample

¢ Ezzati, T, Massey, ], Waksberg, 1., Chu, A., and Maurer, K. (1992). Sample
Desion: Third National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey. National Center

for Health Statistics. Vital Health Statistics. Series 2, No. 113,
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Remuneration has been used in all NHANES surveys and has been shown to be
necessary for attaining adequaté response rates,  For the three early Health
Examination Surveys (HES) conducted in the 1960's of adults, children, and youths,
respectively, the examination response rates were excellent ranging from 87 percent to
96 percent’. However, with the beginning of NHANES 1(1971-74), the examination
response rate (64 percent) was much lower than those in the earlier HES surveys.
After extensive efforts to improve the miserable response rate through interviewer re-
training, increased publicity, and community outreach, the response rates remained at
an unsatisfactory level. Therefore, it was proposed that a monetary incentive be
considered to reduce examination nunrf:spﬂnsel. Since there was little information
available from previous studies to show the effect of paying respondents to participate
in health surveys, a field experiment was undertaken. First, of course, justification had
to be submitted to OMB and approval obtained. It was reasoned that remuneration for
NHANES was justified since participation in the survey required several hours of the
respondent's time (thus lost time from work) and paid assistance for child care might
also be required. It was hypothesized that the cost of the remuneration would be
offset by a reduction in the number of contacts to a household to obtain respondent
participation. Further, if the response rates increased significantly, the overall validity
of the survey results would outweigh the remuneration costs.

The experimental design for the study was superimposed upon the within primary
sampling unit (PSU) design for NHANES I°. The study was undertaken during 1972 in
the San Antonio, Texas, PSU. The segments within the PSU were randomly paired by
segment size and median family income. All of the sample persons in one segment of
each pair were told about the $10 remuneration. The sample persons in the other
segment of the pair were not told of the $10 remuneration. It should be noted
however, that all persons who were examined received $10. The difference was that
persons in the "not told" segments did not know about-the remuneration until after
they had been examined. while those in the "told" segments knew of the $10
remuneration before being examined.

Telling sample persons that they would be given $10 after completing the .
examination phase of the survey had a positive effect on the response rate in San

? Bryant, E., Kovar, MG., and Miller, H (1975). A Study of the Effect of
Remuneration Upon Response in the Health and Nutrition Examination Survey
National Center for Health Statistics. Vital Health Statistics. Series 2, No. 67.

¥ Ibid.
? Ibid.
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~ Antonio. Among the 303 persons in the experimental segments (told) who were

contacted, 82 percent were examined (see Table 1). On the other hand, among the 292
persons in the control segment (not told), only 70 percent were examined. Thus, the
NHANES 1 experiment showed that the offer of $10 to sample person increased the
response rate by 12 percentage points. Also, there was some evidence that sample
persons were more cooperative and that less effort was required to obtain response
when remuneration was offered as evidenced by the number of persons making an
examination appointment at the-first interview contact. Also, a larger proportion of the
"told" group kept their appointments than the "not told" group. Only 2.1 contacts per
examined person were required for the "told" group as compared with 2.5 such
contacts per examined person for the "not told" group.

Table 1. Examination Response Rates from NHANES I Remuneration Experiment
(sample sizes shown in parentheses)
Not Told of Payn?rnt Told of Payment
Experiment T70% 82%
(292) (303)
Actual Survey* 68% 78%
I (7335) __(6035) |

*Represents results from the first 35 stands of NHANES [

The findings of the NHANES I remuneration study were considered conclusive
enough to include remuneration in the remainder of NHANES 1. The overall response
rate at the 45 survey locations where remuneration was offered in NHANES |
(including San Antonio) was 78 percent as compared to 68 percent for the 19 survey
locations where remuneration was not offered.

The $10 remuneration used in NHANES 1 was continued in NHANES 11
However, about midway through NHANES 11, the response rate dropped to about 70
percent. Therefore, another field experiment was used to assess the effect of increased
remuneration on survey response. The study for NHANES 1I (1976-80), looked at the
impact of increasing the $10 remuneration used in NHANES I to $20. Three survey
locations were selected for the study. Each segment was paired with another segment
similar 1o it with regard to poverty/non-poverty status and distance from the
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examination center. Sample persons in one of each pair of segments were "told" that
they would receive $20 for participating in the examination, while the sample persons
in the other paired segment were told they would receive $10. However, all persons

who were examined were given $20 no matter which monetary amount they were

originally told..

There was a significant positive effect on response rates with the $20 incentive'.
Out of 720 persons offered $20-for participation, 79 percent were examined (see Table
2), while among the 716 persons offered $10, only 74 percent were examined. An
important finding from NHANES II which did not show up for NHANES I was the
increase in the response rate by number of persons in a household for the $20 group
versus the $10 group. There was no effect in households with only one sample
person. However, in households with two and three or more sample persons, payment
of $20 rather than $10 increased response rates by 8 and 16 percentage points,
respectively''

Tahle 2 Examination Response Rates from NHANES II Remuneration
Experiment (sample sizes shown in parentheses)

I Told of $10 Payment Told of $20 Payment
Experiment T4% 79%
(716) (720)
Actual 72%* 76% %+
(NA) hiegs o (NA) |

*Represents the final 44 stands of NHANES IL
**Represents the first 16 stands of NHANES IL

'“ Findlay, J. and Schaible, W.L. (1980) A Study of the Effect of Increased
Remuneration on Response in a Health and Nutrition Examination Survey.
Proceedings of the Section on Survev Research Metheds of the American Statistical
Acgzociation, pp. 590-504,

o 1T
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The results indicated that there was a potential cost saving associated with the fact
that the higher paid group was generally more cooperative. For example, it was found
that a larger proportion of the examined respondents in the higher paid groups went to
the examination center as a result of the first contact (68 percent versus 61 percent).
Also, the higher paid group required, on average, fewer contacts overall (1.77 vs.
2.09)%. :

Overall, for NHANES 11, for the 44 survey locations at which $10 was offered to
sample persons, the response rate was 72 percent. But for the 16 stands at which $20

was given, the response rate was 76 percent

In the Puerto Rican phase of Hispanic HANES (1984), the response rates were
unsatisfactory, so an increase in remuneration from $20 to $50 was made. A
cross-tabulation of response rates (see Table 3) by method of payment before and after
the increased remuneration was instituted indicated a higher response rate in the $50
group (83 percent) than for the $20 group (76 percent)'”. The results, however, should
be viewed with caution since the increased payment was not randomized within the
various survey locations. i

Table 3. Hispanic HANES Examination Response Rates for New York City Metro
Area (Puerto Rican Phase) Stands by Payment Amount*, 1984

Payment Amount Examination Rate
$20 76% (3101)

$50 83% (576)

DK** 0% (116)

*Unpublished data from J. Findlay, NCHS.
**Cases could not be classified into either payment category due to lack of
information

' Ibid

' Unpublished data from Jean Findlay, National Center for Health Statistics,
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In the on-going NHANES 111, the basic remuneration payment is $30 for all
persons who come to the examination. However, for adults 20 years and older there is
an additional incentive of $20 if they come for their examination at the "right time".
Time of day of the examination and fasting status need to be controlled for the
analyses of many of the biochemical tests including the Oral Glucose Tolerance Test
(OGTT - a test for diabetes). Thus a random half-sample of adults 1s designated to
have blood drawn in the morning, while the remaining 50-percent is selected for
afternoon or evening appointments.

The NHANES 1II which includes an oversample of both Mexican-Americans and
Blacks and includes no upper age limit (in contrast to previous NHANES) is
experiencing higher examination response rates than any other previous NHANES
survey, There is a six percentage difference in the overall examination response rate
between NHANES II and NHANES I11-Phase 2 (79% in the on-going NHANES III-
Phase II versus 73% in NHANES II - see Table 4). This increase is due not only to
the increased remuneration amount but also to the fact that NHANES III samples
multiple persons per household and includes on average two persons per household.
Clearly, there is a strong monetary incentive for a household as a whole if several
members are selected into the sample.

Table 4. Examination response Rates for NHANES II, Hispanic HANES, and

NHANES III
— - — ————
MEC Examined MEC + Home Examined
NHANES 1 . e NA
NHANES 11 73 NA
HHANES 73 NA
NHANES III - PHASE 1 77 78
| NHANES Il - PHASE 2* 79 i 80

*On-going.

NHANES III examination of nonresponse rates by household size show that the
nonresponse rates decrease significantly with increasing household size. Another
important finding related to participation in NHANES 111 is the increase in the
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response rate for the OGTT. This test requires the sample person to fast 10-16 hours
and requires two blood draws. The OGTT response rate in NHANES II among
examined persons was only 66 percent thus requiring the results to be interpreted with
extreme caution. However, for NHANES III, the OGTT response rate, again among
examined persons, has increased by 11 percentage points (77 percent response rate for
phase 1) and by 23 percentage points so far for phase 2 (89 percent response rate)',
The increased remuneration in NHANES III is felt to be responsible in large part for
this important increase in the OGTT response rate for NHANES III.

NHANES Summary

Previous research associated with NHANES I and NHANES II has involved several
field experiments to assess the impact of monetary incentives on achieving an adequate
response rate so reliable estimates can be produced and generalized to the total
population. The NHANES 1 remuneration experiment generally showed that paying
sample persons $10 rather than nothing at all increased response rates about 12
percent.

The NHANES 11 study looked at the effect on the response rate of increasing the
remuneration from the $10 used in NHANES I to $20. The average increase in the

response rate was about 5 percent.

The results from both the NHANES I and NHANES II had two other findings
pertinent to remuneration. First, the results indicated that there were potential cost
savings associated with the fact that the higher paid groups were generally mare
cooperative. For example, it was found that a larger proportion of the examined
respondents in the higher paid groups went to the MEC as a result of the first contact.
They also required, on the average, fewer contacts overall, They also had fewer
broken appointments. :

Further, both of these experimental studies showed a marked increase in
cooperation in households with more than one sample person, and the differences
between the remuneration groups went up with household size. A positive relationship
between household size and response rate was also observed in the Hispanic HANES.
This trend 15 continuing in NHANES III as well. These results, presumably, are due
to the fact that the monetary award increases substantially for the household as a
whole when multiple persons are selected per household. Finally, the response rates in

" Unpublished data from Meena Khare, National Center for Health Statistics.
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NHANES IIT are higher than those for previous NHANES surveys and the response
rates for the two minority subgroups are higher than for whites and all others. In
addition, the response rate for the OGTT in NHANES III is higher than for NHANES

IL

The NHANES experiences demonstrate the power of remuneration to stimulate
respondent participation in the face of inconvenience and financial disincentives; and
in addition to motivate respondents to provide highly personal and sensitive
information including physical and biological characteristics. The use of remuneration
in NHANES I1I shows how phased payments can improve scheduling logistics as well.
The remuneration serves as a motivator, and also to offset financial disincentives, and
gives evidence of the importance of participation and survey goals. NHANES data
have been significantly improved through incentive use.

NHANES I EPIDEMIOLOGIC FOLLOWUP STUDY

As mentioned in the previous section, examinees were paid $10 to participate in the
baseline NHANES I study. They were again paid $10 to participate in the first
NHANES Epidemiologic Followup Study (1982-84 NHEFS interview). Although no
remuneration was paid in the 1986 followup of the elderly (conducted using computer
assisted telephone interviews: CATI), subjects with reported hospital or nursing home
admissions in the 1987 Followup were paid $5 as an incentive to sign and return the
Medical Autherization Form (MAF). Payment was needed in the 1987 Followup
because of the sharp decrease in the rates at which MAF's were returned in the 1986
Followup. Remuneration of the 1987 respondents increased the MAF return rate in the
elderly group by 11 percentage points from 75.0% in the 1986 Followup to 85.7% in
the 1987 Fellowup.

For the 1992 wave, a $5 remuneration was made subject to reported hospital or
nursing home admissions since the last contact Respondents are interviewed by
telephone. However, the form which authorizes the hospital or nursing home to
release patient information is mailed to the respondent and must be signed and
returned. The remuneration is paid to the respondent or to the individual who signs
the MAF, if this person 1s different from the respondent, as an incentive to return the
signed authorization,

In addition, due to the difficulty of gaining the cooperation of some hospitals and
nursing homes, if a nursing home or hospital requests resmbursement for work
performed in abstracting or photocopying selected information from the admission and
discharge records or abstracts, a small amount of money 15 provided to defray their
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expenses. During 1987, a total cost of $2,170 or .0012 percent of the total contract
cost was paid. This remuneration mostly involved nursing homes.

The NHEFS uses remuneration to gain commitment to continuing participation in &
longitudinal study.

NATIONAL HEALTH INTERVIEW SURVEY YOUTH RISK BEHAVIOR
SUPPLEMENT

In 1991 the Survey Research Center of the University of Michigan and the Bureau
of the Census helped the National Center for Health Statistics assess the impact of
financial rewards on respondent participation and motivation in a Youth Risk Behavior
Supplement (YRBS) to the 1992 National Health Interview Survey (NHIS). This
study!® employed cognitive interview techniques and a traditional split sample field

experiment.

The YRBS contained a number of sensitive questions requiring answers that could
be perceived as being socially undesirable or threatening to self-image. Such topics
included questions on the use of alcohol, drugs, sexual activity, over- or underweight
status, and exercise program involvement.

Interviews were conducted both with groups of parents and youth before field trials
and a pretest were conducted. The field trials were then held where youth were
interviewed in their homes, paid $20, and debriefed after the interview about their
views on paying respondents for participating in surveys. The pretest of the full
survey procedures included a split sample in which the interviewers mentioned the $20
payment half of the respondents and did not mention the payment to the other half.

In the split sample experiment, complete interviews were obtained in 90% of the
households where the $20 was mentioned, but in only 79% of the remaining
households. The cognitive interviews conducted with the groups and during the field
trial debriefings helped the researchers develop insight concerning reasons for this
difference in response and for a potential increase in data quality when payment 1s

'* Kalton, G., Cannell, C., Camburn, D., Oksenburg, L. and Holland, L. (1991).
The Effect of Financial Incentives on Respondent Participation. Final report of the

Association of Schools of Public Health Cooperative Agreement: "Applied Research
on the Conduct of Adolescent Health Behaviors and Characteristics”, University of
Michigan, pp. 47-36
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mentioned in advance.

The cognitive interviews indicated that unwillingness to report events or behaviors
is only partially caused by concerns over privacy or confidentiality. In fact, youth
respondents could see no reason to be diligent in answering survey questions. They
voiced skepticism about any benefits that may accrue from survey participation.
Therefore techniques tvpically used with adult respondents, such as appealing to their
obligations as citizens or emphasizing the societal benefits may be unproductive. The
researchers concluded that a $20 remuneration offer, linked with a signed commitment
to participate and give accurate answers, would be an effective way to motivate
respondents to participate and report accurately. The debriefing interviews confirmed

this conclusion.

A further interesting note from this study is that the success of respondent
payments in obtaining YRBS interviews may be partly due to the reaction of
interviewers to the payments. During interviewer debriefings, their comments
suggested that respondent payments also have a forceful, positive influence on the
attitudes and expectations of interviewers Interviewers with such a positive outlook
may feel they are likely to obtain an interview, rather than expecting a refusal, prior to
contacting a potential respondent and subconsciously may convey to potential
respondents a more positive view of the YRBS study. The researchers postulate that
the total impact of respondent payments on participation rates is the sum of the
positive direct effect on respondents and the indirect effect that payments have on the
attitudes of interviewers.

‘_1."_RBS incentive use focused on the motivational aspects of incentives for a non-
traditional target population in a study that collected sensitive data.

NATIONAL HOUSEHOLD HIV SEROPREVALENCE SURVEY FEASIBILITY
STUDY

A feasibility study for a National Household HIV Seroprevalence Survey (NHSS),
based on a probability sample of households was conducted in Dallas County, Texas,
in the fall of 1989. One of the major concerns of a household survey attempting to
estimate the prevalence of HIV infection 1s that a hich proportion of persons who are
at the greatest risk of HIV infection may refuse to participate. This possibility of
differential rates of response between those at higher risk and lower risk of HIV
infection means that estimates derived from the survey have the potential to be biased.
Among procedures 10 maximize the response rate in the NHSS, a $50 incentive
pavment was provided to all sample ‘persons wha provided a blood sample to be tested
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for HIV antibodies and completed a self-administered risk behavior questionnaire. The
$50 incentive seemed to have a positive impact on survey participation with a higher
than expected response rate for a highly sensitive survey involving the collection of
HIV risk behavior data and the collection of a blood specimen in the home. The
response rate for the combined questionnaire and blood sample was 84 percent, and 90
percent for the questionnaire only 16 Respondents in the NHSS were asked to check
all reasons for their participation in the survey. Among all respondents, 47 percent
stated "helping with AIDS research”, while another 39 percent stated the "$50

payment” (see Table 5).

Table 5. Reasons for participation in the Dallas County Household HIV Survey

Reasons 3 i Percent I
Helping with AIDS research 46.8 |
U.S. Public Health Service Sponsorship 29 :
$50 payment 385

Videotape presentation 1.2

Assurance of privacy a3

Other factors, unspecified SR 7.2 =

In addition to estimating the prevalence of HIV infection in Dallas County, another
major objective of the survey was to evaluate various methods for assessing and
reducing nonresponse bias. A standard survey method for assessing bias due to
nonresponse is to conduct a followup survey with a sample of initial survey
nonrespondents with different incentives for participation. In the NHSS, a special
followup study of a sample of nonrespondents was conducted in which half of the
sample persons were offered an incentive of $100 to complete the self-administered
risk behavior questionnaire only, and the other half was offered $175 to complete both
the questionnaire and provide a blood sample. The followup survey of nonrespondents
increased the questionnaire only response rate by 10 percentage points (80% vs. 90%)

16 National Household Seroprevalence Survey Feasibility Study Final Report.
Research Triangle Park, NC: Research Triangle Institute, April 30, 1990. Research
Triangle Report RT1/4190-01F
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and the blood and questionnaire by four percentage points (80% vs. 84% - see Table
6). Of particular importance was the increased reporting of risk behavior in the
folle vup study. The prevalence rates among male respondents for three major HIV
risk oehaviors (intravenous drug use, receptive anal intercourse, and multiple sex
partners) were 3 to 5 times higher in the followup survey than in the regular survey

(see Table 7).

In summary, results from the NHSS feasibility study followup survey indicated that
a high proportion of persons who initially refused to participate, when recontacted and
offered an increased incentive, completed the risk behavior questionnaire. A lower
proportion of persons who initially refused to participate provided both a blood sample
_ and completed the risk questionnaire, when recontacted and offered an increased
incentive. Persons at higher risk for HIV infection participated at higher levels in the
followup survey than in the regular survey. The followup survey effectively increased
the total number of persons who participated in the Dallas HIV survey. The increase
in risk reporting among the sample of regular survey nonrespondents that were
followed-up allowed for a significant reduction in nonresponse bias in the HIV
estimate produced for Dallas County.

Table 6. Sample persons response rates in the Dallas County Household HIV
Survey, 1989
— —_—
Survey component Regular survey Regular + followup Overall*
survey
Screening 97 o8 o8
Blood & g0 84 B2
Questionnaire
Questionnaire only 20 90 88
=5 —_—— =

*Product of screening and sample person rate.

Remuneration in the NHSS feasibility study demonstrated the power of incentives
even in the most sensitive topic and invasive data collection situations, however
establishing the exact mechanics of the reasons for success would require further

study.
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Table 7. Prevalence of selected HIV risk behaviors in the regular and followup
survey, Dallas County male population, 18-54 years, 1989

Risk Behavior Since 1978 Regular . Followup Total
Survey Survey Estimate

Intravenous drug use 3 12 4

Receptive anal intercourse 3 11 &5

5+ male partners 2 10 3

1+ male_;lmrtner 5 13 ¢ -1

THE NATIONAL SURVEY OF FAMILY GROWTH PRETEST

The National Survey of Family Growth (NSFG) is done periodically by NCHS to
collect national data on the factors that affect the U.S. birth rate and women's
reproductive health--factors that include sexual activity, marriage and divorce,
contraception, sterilization, infertility, miscarriage, and abortion. Previous cycles of
the NSFG have interviewed about 8,000 women 15-44 years of age in the
noninstitutional population of the United States with response rates ranging from 75
percent to 80 percent. 3

Interviewing for the next NSFG, called Cycle 5, will be conducted in January-July
of 1995. Three of the principal challenges for Cycle 5 of the NSFG will be (1)
increasing response rates to make it possible to conduct a telephone reinterview In
1997 with as many of the original respondents as possible, (2) improving reporting of
HIV-related sexual behavior, and (3) improving the reporting of abortion.

Response rates.--Most recently, in 1988, the NSFG used a list sample of
households interviewed in the NHIS. Using a list sample saves nearly a million
dollars on sample design and selection costs, but it makes it necessary to find women
who move between the NHIS interview and the NSFG interview. Some are never
found, so response rates are reduced somewhat. Response rates have been between 75
and B0 percent in recent cycles, despite the intrinsic appeal of the subject mauer, the
use of only female interviewers, thorough interviewer training, advance letters
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introducing the survey, and expensive, intensive nonresponse follow-ups'’.

Although the NCHS obtains data from the National Health Interview Survey
" (NHIS) on HIV-related knowledge and attitudes, the NSFG remains the NCHS's
principal vehicle for collecting data on HIV-related behavior, including such sensitive
topics as age at first intercourse, numbers and characteristics of sexual partners, and
condom use.

Abortion reporting is critical in the NSFG Cycle 5 because 25% of all pregnancies,
and half of all unintended pregnancies, end in abortion. Fertility surveys in the U.S.
and other nations have obtained incomplete reporting of abortion. In the last 3 cycles
of the NSFG, in 1976, 1982 and 1988, and in most other U.S. surveys, women
reported less than half of the abortions they have actually had'. This incomplete
reporting of abortion has several potential adverse effects: it makes impossible
analyses of the determinants and consequences of abortion itself, it forces us to use ad
hoc methods to produce estimates of pregnancy rates for the U.S.; it produces biased
estimates of the failure rates of contraceptive methods'®; and it forces us to study
unintended births instead of unintended pregnancies.

The NSFG Pretest for Cycle 5, conducted in October-December 1993, was based
on about 80D eligible women, of whom 500 completed interviews. The Pretest was an
experiment, which was designed to test several alternative contexts for asking
questions. The pretest had 3 main groups:

1) the first group was a standard Computer-Assisted Personal Interview in the
respondent's home with no incentive,

2) in the second group, the interview was moved to a neutral site--a site outside the
home--where spouses, children, or parents could not hear the respondent's
answers  To reimburse women for the time and inconvenience of going to the
neutral site, respondents were paid $40 in cash at the end of the interview.

3) when we considered these first two groups, we were concerned that we might

17 Judkins, David P, W. Mosher, and S. Botman (1991). National Survey of

Family Growth: Design, Estimation, and Inference. Vital and Health Statistics, Series
2, No. 109,

" Jones, Elise and J. Forrest. (1992). Under-reporting of Abortion in Surveys of
U.S. Women: 1976-1988. Democraphy 29 (1): 113-126.

'” Jones, Elise and J. Forrest. (1992). Contraceptive Failure Rates Based on the
1988 NSFG. _Familv Plannine Perspectives 24 (1) 12-19.
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obtain higher response rates and data quality in the neutral site/$40 group than
in the in-home no-incentive group, but we would not know whether the
differences were due to the non-home site or to the $40 payment. We were
also concerned that the costs of implementing a $40 payment and setting up
non-home sites on a national scale might be prohibitive. Therefore, we added a

third group--a $20 incentive for an interview in the home.

For half the respondents in group 1 and group 3, (the in-home interviews), we also
tested a short questionnaire at the end of the interview, using Audio CASI (Computer
Assisted Self-Interviewing with headphones, and the respondent entering her answers

into the computer).

NSFG Results

Pretest response rates (as a percent of those located) were higher for incentive cases
than for non-incentive cases: 81 percent for those who received a $20 incentive vs
73% for those who received no incentive. The percent who broke an appointment
with the interviewer was one-third lower for those who received $20 than for those

who received no incentive (24 vs 37%).

The number of hours that the average interviewer worked to get a completed case
was about 2 hours less for incentive than for non-incentive cases (8.8 vs 10.9; note
also that when the inceritive increases to $40, hours per case drops more than 2 full
hours - see Table 8). Since the time of interviewers costs more than $10 an hour for
their wages plus benefits, if the interviewer can save 2 hours of effort per case by
paying a $20 incentive, then the incentive pays for itself. That is precisely what
happened in the NSFG Pretest: the incentives paid for themselves in the $20 group
because respondents broke fewer appointments for interviews and made themselves
available after fewer telephone calls and personal visits. Costs in the $40 non-home
group were higher because of high costs to set up the neutral sites--obtaining
permissions, renting office space, etc.

Reporting of the number of sexual partners was higher among respondents who
received incentives, still lower than reports of comparable studies of men™*. In

* Billy, ].O.G., Tanfer, K., Grady, WR,, and Klepinger, D. (1993). The Sexual
Behavior of Men in the United States. _Family Planning Perspectives 25 (2): p. 52-60.
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pmviéus cycles of the NSFG, less than half of abortions were reported”. Thus,
abortion reporting should be at least double what it was in the last:-Cycle. In the
pretest, a $20 incentive and the use of Audio CASI doubled abortion reporting,
compared to a no-incentive, no Audio CASI group. This more complete reporting of
abortions is probably due to two factors: (1) women using the Audio CASI
(headphone) questionnaire reported a higher percentage of their abortions, and (2)
incentives produced better coverage of groups of women who have higher abortion
rates--including black women and poor women.

Table 8. Response Rates, Broken Appointment Rates, and Interviewer Hours per
Case from the NSFG Pretest for Cycle 5

—=—r:====—
Experimental Response Rate (%) | Percent with Broken | Hours per Case
Group Appointment
In-Home, No ¥ . 37 109
Incentive :
In Home, 320 Bl 24 BB
Non-Home, $40 g0 31 6.4 I

Recommendations from the Pretest

The results from the NSFG pretest suggest that a $20 incentive plus Audio CASI
(self-administered questionnaires over headphones) should be used in the NSFG main
study. The incentive will increase response rates, particularly among minorities and
low-income women, and reduce the cost of interviewer labor because respondents will
cooperate more readily

Can these results be generalized? The results on response rates, interviewer hours
and costs, in the NSFG Pretest are quite similar to those in the National Adult Literacy

2 Smith, TW. (1991). Adult Sexual Behavior in 1989: Number of partners,
frequency of intercourse and Risk of AIDS. Familv Planning Perspectives 23 (3):
p. 102-107.

= Op cit. Jones and Forrest, Demoaraphy, Feb. 1992.
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Survey (NALS) Field Test, a survey with a much larger sample (n=2,000) than the
NSEG Pretest. Like the NSFG, the NALS required considerable effort from

respondents™.

The NALS and NSFG Pretest results provide evidence that incentives may be most
cost-effective when the interview 1s: ;

(1) either long or a great deal of effort, or both; (2) sensitive either because it deals
with private behaviors or may otherwise cause embarrassment (the NALS might
cause such embarrassment among the adult illiterate, the NSFG because it includes
questions on abortion and sexual behavior); and (3) part of a panel survey in which
the response rate is critical to maintain the size of the panel over time.

All three of those conditions were common to both the NALS and the NSFG.
The NSFG exnerience clearly demonstrates the success of incentives with hard-to-
interview populations and sensitive topics. In addition, it clearly demonstrates the
cost-effectiveness of the methodology in improving survey quality.

NATIONAL MEDICAL EXPENDITURE SURVEYS

The National Medical Expenditure Surveys (NMES) are designed to produce
estimates of medical use, medical expenditures, sources of payment for medical care,
and health insurance coverage. The surveys are sponsored by the Agency for Health
Care Policy and Research (AHCPR). The household survey (HS) component of the
NMES series yields estimates for persans in the civilian non-institutionalized
population, while the survey of the institutionalized. population (IPC) yields estimates
for persons in nursing homes. Incentives have not been a design feature of the IPC
surveys, therefore, the remarks that follow will focus on the use of incentives in the
NMES HS surveys.

Respondent Incentives

The NMES series of household surveys includes the 1977 National Medical Care
Expenditure Survey (NMCES), the 1987 National Medical Expenditure Survey
(NMES2), and the 1996 National Medical Expenditure Survey (NMES3) presently in

a Berlin, M, L. Mohadjer, ] Waksherg, et al. (1993). An Experiment in
Monetary Incentives, in American Statistical Association (editor), 1992 Proceedings of
the Section on Survev Research Methods, pages 393-398
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the planning phase. These NMES studies share the following design features:

the use of an initial screening interview to identify the households to be
sampled for the study;

the oversampling of poor people, blacks, Hispanics, and the elderly,

a longitudinal or panel design in which sampled families are interviewed several
times over a period of 14-16 months, in rounds of data collection that cover a
year-long observation period,

face-to-face interviews lasting on average between 2 and 2.5 hours in each
round to be completed with a family respondent that provides information about
him/herself and all other family members;

the request that respondents prepare for the interviews by keeping a study
calendar and saving records such as bills and insurance statements in order to
improve the accuracy of their reporting of medical use and expenditures;

special requests for information in addition to the interview itself, such as
completion of self-administered forms;

requests for signed permission forms from specific sample persons authorizing
the collection of data from medical providers, employers and other health

insurance providers to supplement and validate the data obtained from
households.

In the context of the core NMES design summarized above, respondent incentives

have been used primarily for the following reasons:

1) to motivate respondents to participate initially and in future interviews in order
to minimize initial nonresponse and panel attrition.

2) to compensate respondents fairly for the burden associated with long interviews
and the completion of additional survey tasks, and

3) to motivate respondents to keep records and provide fair compensation for the
effort required to maintain the study calendar and save financial records over a

long period of time.

The respondent incenuives most frequently used in NMES surveys consist of cash
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ﬁayments made by the interviewer at the end of each interview, typically in the form
of a check. Checks provide a safe and convenient mode for interviewers to handle

cash payments. In NMCES respondents were paid $5 at the end of each interview,

beginning with Round 1. The amount was increased to $10 per interview in NMES2,
and to a proposed $15 per completed interview in NMES3.

NMES respondents are required to sign a receipt acknowledging that money was
received. In NMES2. the receipt was used as a vehicle to consolidate commitment 10
the role of respondent in the survey. The receipt the respondent was asked to sign
included a statement indicating the willingness to accept responsibility for record-

keeping in preparation for the next interview.

The use of incentives has no doubt contributed to the high response rates achieved
in NMES studies, in spite of the burden that long interviews represent, and
notwithstanding the oversampling of groups that in many surveys yield lower than
average response rates, such as poor people and minorities. The overall response rate
for the NMES?2 household sample was 80.1 percent after four rounds of data
eollection. '

Incentives are an important tocl used by interviewers to convince reluctant
respondents to participate in NMES surveys. Recent methodological research
examined the characteristics of persons who had initially refused to be interviewed in
any one of the NMES2 rounds of data collection®. The analysis revealed that
reluctant respondents differed significantly from their cooperative counterparts with
regard to the proportion of overall medical expenditures that different sources of
payment covered for each group. The reduction of significant differentials with
respect to health expenditures and insurance coverage, two core analytic concerns of
NMES surveys, provide evidence of the beneficial use of incentives to guard off
against potential nonresponse bias in national estmates.

In 1985, to aid in planning for NMES2, a feasibility study™ was conducted to
investigate a broad range of methodological 1ssues. Among the 1ssues examined was

* Cohen, SB and B.L. Carlson (1952). "An Analysis of the Characteristics of
Reluctant Respondents in the National Medical Expenditure Survey". Proceedings of

the Section on Social Statistics, American Statistical Association, in press.

* Mathiowetz, N.A. and Ward, EP. (1987). Linking the National Medical
Expenditure Survey with the national Health Interview Survey: An Analysis of Field
Trials, Vital and Health Statistics, Series 2, No. 102, U.S. Government Printing Office.
Washington, D.C.
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the effect of several incentive protocols®. The feasibility study consisted of two
rounds of data collection: 1) a personal interview 45-60 minutes long where the
respondent was paid five dollars at the end of the interview, and 2) a second interview
in person or by telephone where again the respondent was paid five dollars at the
completion of the interview. Approximately two weeks prior to the second interview,
self-administered questionnaires were mailed to all respondents. These questionnaires
were designed to take approximately 30 minutes to complete and included some
moderately threatening questions on health behavior and mental health status.

Reporting groups were divided into three treatment groups: 1) "Prepayment” -
persons were sent a five dollar check with the questionnaire; 2) "Promised” - persons
were told that they would be paid five dollars when the completed forms were
returned: and 3) "No mention" - persons were not given any information on payment,
but were paid five dollars upon questionnaire completion.

The results indicated that the prepaid incentive leads to a significant improvement
in response rates. Seventy-three percent of those in the prepaid group completed the
survey compared to 66% among those who were not told of the incentive. The
prepaid incentive also worked better than the promised incentive, which resulted in a
response rate of 60%. Item nonresponse rates were calculated for each completed self-
administered questionnaire and were used as a general measure of data quality. The
finding was that prepayment leads to lower item nonresponse. Ninety percent of those
who were prepaid answered all of the questions in the 18 page questionnaire,
compared to only 74% in the promised group and 87% in the no mention group.

The study concluded that prepaid incentives can result in higher response rates and
more complete data with less need for follow-ups. These were achieved in this study
at a very moderate increase in cost. However, the net added costs may be far less than
the value of the incentive payments, since a substantial part of the incentive ecosts 18
offset by savings in the follow-up activities. This finding was in line with results from
other mail surveys, and that mode of payment was adopted in NMES2 when self-
administered forms were mailed to sample households.

Based on resulis from the most recent NMES feasibility study carried out in 1992,
the schedule of cash incentives in NMES3 will be modified relative to earlier surveys.
Instead of introducing record-keeping tasks and paying respondents for the first time at

* Berk, M.L.. Mathiu“:etz. MN.A.. Ward, E.P. and White, A A. (1987). The Effect
of Prepaid and Promised Incentives: Results of a Controlled Experiment. Journal of

Official Statistics, Vol. 3, No. 4, pp. 449-437.
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the end of Round 1, the 1992 Feasibility Study presented the family respondent with
the study calendar at the end of the Screener round and prepaid these respondents in
anticipation of the time and effort that would be devoted to keeping records in order to
prepare for the Round 1 interview. Payments for later rounds of the Feasibility study
were also described as compensation for future effort. In the last round a token gift (a
commemorative tile with the U.S. Public Health Service seal) was given to respondents
instead of cash payment. Under the new plan, the gift is the only net increase in
incentive costs compared to previous plans, and it appears that prepayment has
advantages. The rates of NMES calendar use in Round 1 of the Feasibility Study are
significantly higher than the rates achieved in NMES?2 in the round immediately
following the round when payment and instructions to keep records were first

delivered.

The 1992 NMES Feasibility Study also tested successfully the use of incentives to
motivate respondents to complete a complex data collection task that was time
dependent. This involved the procurement of health insurance printed materials that
included a description of the benefits associated with the health plan offered by the
employer to each policyholder in the household® In NMES2 the collection of
comparable information was attempted from employers in the course of the health
insurance provider survey, but the time lag between the end of the household survey
and the start of that provider survey frequently made it impossible to locate the
necessary information about the health plan in effect at the time the household was
interviewed.

In the Feasibility Study, respondents were offered $15 per household to contact
employers, either by mail or in person, and secure the necessary information.
Interviewers gave respondents a request form that could be presented to the employer
to facilitate the task. Payment was made when the health insurance materials were
delivered in the next round, and the amount was not increased in the event that the
family had more than one eligible policyholder. Health insurance booklet requests in
the Feasibility Study were followed up in later rounds and, by the end of the study, a
policy booklet had been retrieved for 75 percent of eligible plans, at a lower cost and

¥ Sanchez, M. E (1993). "Enhancing Compliance with Record-keeping in a
Household Survey" 1993 Proceedings of the Section on Survey Research Methods of

the American Statistical Association . Vel. 2, p 1015-1020.

® Emmons, C.A., Curno, M., and Smith, K. (1993). Final Report on the
Outcomes of the Procedure for Obtaining Health Insurance Policy Documents from
Respondents in the NMES3 Household Survey Feasibility Study. Submitted by NORC
and Westat, Inc. under contract requirements
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on a more timely basis than in NMES2.

The use of remuneration to improve survey scheduling, achieve self-response and
record keeping, and establish a commitment for a longitudinal data collection process
are shown in the NMES experience. The NMES experience also demonstrates the

potential for improved data quality with remuneration.

Interviewer Incentives

The morale and motivation of interviewers and supervisors are important factors in
response rate outcomes for sample surveys. While the impact of respondent incentives
has been frequently discussed in the survey research literature, there is little evidence
of systematic inquiry into the use of incentives for interviewers as a means of
achieving high response rates.

Typically, studies resort to interviewer incentives in a8 haphazard and improvised
fashion when production levels have tumbled and the study response rate is deemed
unacceptably low. This plan of action may not be as desirable or as economical as the
notion of setting up a planned and carefully crafted incentive plan for interviewers
from the very start of the project. The experience in the 1992 NMES Feasibility Study
with such a plan suggests the desirability of exploring further the manner in which
interviewer incentives may be manipulated to achieve gains in field response rates and
efficiency within acceptable budget limits.

The Feasibility Study included a plan for interviewer incentives in order to achieve
high response rates within the schedule for data collection. The project staff and the
contractor collaborated to come up with a plan that was acceptable to all. The field
staff wanted a plan that would promate and reward team work as opposed to
individual performance; thus, the team was defined as the cluster of interviewers
working in each PSU

Realistic response rate levels for two points in time during the round (& specified
midpoint in the field period, and the end of the round) were defined for each PSU and
communicated to interviewers at the beginning of each round - The incentives were
cash payments (about $25 for each of the time points in a round) paid equally to all
PSU interviewers provided the PSU had achieved the targeted response rate by the
specified date. A very modest additional amount of money was paid for increases in
the response rate bevond the specified minimal rate.

The bonus plan encouraged interviewers to talk to their fellow PSU interviewers to
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coordinate the steady flow of work. A weekly memo informed interviewers of the
progress in other areas and the ranking of their own PSU. With very few exceptions,
the staff in each of the PSUs achieved the response rate goals consistently for a very
modest investment.

The benefits of the incentives included: teamwork among the staff at the local
PSU level; steady production which avoided the last minute dislocations and expenses
typically associated with a late push to increase response rates; and availability of
qualified staff towards the end of the study to handle difficult assignments in a
planned fashion.

More systematic research on the use of interviewer bonuses and the performance of
different bonus plans is desirable, as the strategy appears a cost-effective way of
obtaining high response rates.

Remuneration can be a valuable tool for direct interviewer management as well as
helping interviewers motivate respondents to participate. '

Physicians are often surveyed to obiain a wide variety of medical information. The
high frequency at which physicians are surveyed coupled with the problem of "gate
keepers” probably contribute 1o the low response rates typically achieved in physician
surveys. However. prepaid incentives seem especially effective for this population

L RE [ I i '
group’ . The following three experiences serve as examples.

® Berry, S. H. and Kanouse, D.E. (1987). Physicians response 1o a mailed survey:
An experiment in timing of payment. _Public Opinion Quarterly, 51, p. 102-114,

* | ockhart, D.C. (1991). Mailed surveys to physicians: The effect of incentives
and length on the return rate. Journal of Pharmaceutical Marketing & Management,
6(1), p. 107-121

3 Mizes, 1.S., Fleece, EL., and Roos, C. (1984) Incentives for increasing return
rates: Magnitude levels, response hias, and format. Public Opinion Quarterly, 48, p.
794-800,

32 Berk, M.L., Edwards, S.E. and Gay, N (1993). The use of a prepaid
incentive to convert nonresponders on a survey of physicians _Evaluation & The
Health Professions, Vol. 16, No. 2, pp.239-245.
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. NATIONAL SURVEY OF DIAGNOSTIC ALLERGY TESTING

In 1988 a remuneration experiment was conducted™ on a subset of physicians
selected to participate in the National Survey of Diagnostic Allergy Testing (sponsored
by the Health Industry Manufacturers Association).

A sample of physicians was randomly divided into three experimental groups. The
first group received a $10 incentive with the first mailing. Nonresponders to the initial
mailing were sent a new questionnaire as well as a letter urging them to respond and
mentioning the $10 incentive they had received earlier. The second group of
physicians did not receive a monetary incentive with the initial mailing. On the

_second mailing of the questionnaire, however, they received another letter explaining
the importance of the study as well as a $10 prepaid monetary incentive. No mention
of payment was made to the third group on either the first or second mailing.

The results indicate the use of a prepaid incentive has a dramatic impact on the
response to the initial mailing. Fifty-five percent of those physicians receiving a
prepaid incentive responded to the initial mailing, compared to less than 20% who
were not told about payment on the initial mailing. Overall, a 63% response rate was
obtained for Group 1 physicians (prepaid incentive with the initial mailing), compared
with only a 50% response rate for Group 2 (prepaid incentive on the first prompt), and
" a 40% rate for Group 3 (no incentive).

This study concluded that incentives should be used in cases in which its use is
considered necessary to obtain adequate response rates. Also, while delaying the
decision to use an incentive until the second wave of mailing enables the researcher to
decide whether an adequate response rate is likely to be obtained without payment, the
incentive 1s not nearly as effective when used in a follow-up mailing. Because
obtaining high response rates on physician surveys is difficult, few researchers will be
able to conclude at study onset that a high response rate can be obtained. The use of a
prepaid monetary incentive enclosed with the imitial questionnaire mailing, therefore,
appears to be a cost-effective method for improving response rates on physician
surveys.

NATIONAL HOSPITAL DISCHARGE SURVEY

Most of this paper has dealt with remuneration for individual respondents, but

* QOp cit. Berk et al., Evaluation & the Health Professions, 1993
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institutions and organizations are sometimes respondents for surveys, and the National
Hospital Discharge Survey (NHDS) experience suggests that remuneration is essential
in some institutional surveys.

The National Hospital Discharge Survey (NHDS), conducted by NCHS, was first
fielded in 1964 following the completion of a feasibility study®. The NHDS is a
continuing study designed to provide comprehensive general-purpose statistics on
morbidity in patients discharged from the Nation's general and short-stay hospitals.
The principal source of information for the survey is the medical record in the
hospital. The data are obtained from probability samples of medical records abstracted
in a sample of general hospitals. Hospitals are compensated for participation in the

survey.

Some hospitals in the sample have automated records, and contract with an abstract
service. Other hospitals abstract records manually as needed. There are two manual
data collection procedures: a primary manual procedure in which hospital staff
complete the abstracts, and an alternate procedure in which a Census Bureau
representative completes the abstracts. Hospitals using the primary manual procedure
receive an average of $2.40 per abstract submitted, those using the alternate manual
procedure receive about $1.00 per abstract submitted. Data tapes of uniform abstracts
covering all discharges for automated hospitals are purchased directly from abstract
service organizations. The cost of these data ranges from $.003 to $.055 per
discharged patient. These discharges are sampled for the survey. All hospitals
participating in the NHDS are reimbursed $1.00 per record biannually for
approximately 40 records that are reabstracted for quality control procedures.

A large part of the success of the NHDS depends on the willingness of the
hospitals to perform substantial continuing activities. Once inducted into the survey,
hospitals participate for an extended period of years A substantial amount of work is
involved, including sampling the discharge lists, pulling and refiling medical records,
and abstracting approximately 20 records monthly. A feasibility study conducted in
1963-1964 found that most hospitals expected compensation for their effort.

Cost analysis supports the practice of remuneration, particularly for pnimary manual
procedure hospitals. For example in Fiscal Year 1992, it cost the NHDS an additional
average of $12.15 per record to have the Census Bureau sample and abstract the data

3 Brown, A.M., Altman, I. and Thompson, D.J. (1966), Participation of Hospitals
in the Pilot Study of the Hospital Discharge Survey, Vital and Health Statistics, Series
2. No. 19, U.S. Government Printing Office. Washington, D.C.
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in the alternate procedure hospitals. If the Bureau of the Census performed this work
in all the sample hospitals, the cost of the NHDS would be substantially increased.

The feasibility study found that "While some hospitals indicated they might be
willing to collaborate in the survey without reimbursement, it was clear that most
would expect some compensation for their contributions, especially where it was felt
that overtime work or the employment of additional personnel might be required. The
... form shown to the [hospital] administrator ... was quite detailed and implied a fairly
exhaustive review of the medical record. It contained questions on the characteristics
of the patient and his {sic} hospitalization, including final diagnoses, operations,
complications, laboratory tests, therapies, and the like. There were some differences
about whether payment should be made to the hospital or to the personnel doing the
work, but most administrators favored payment to the hospital."

The feasibility study recommended that "... a uniform policy be adopted for the
compensation of hospitals and that fair payment, based on further examination of the
true cost to the hospitals be made" A subsequent pilot study was used to confirm
the acceptability of the survey procedures , including remuneration, and helped to
calibrate the payment amounts.

The NHDS expenence illusirates the testing and use of remuneration and their use
to offset a financial disincentive, improve the acceptance of a government survey,
provide evidence of the value of participation, and keep expenses down in a survey
requiring the continuing participation of institutions,

Summary and Conclusions

The evidence summarized in this paper shows that remuneration for respondents
can be an effective technique for raising response rates and data quality when
otherwise good survey practices are not sufficient

More and more in the last decade, policy makers and program administrators are
demanding data that cannot be supplied with a standard survey -- the one-hour cross-
sectional interview containing nonsensitive questions 15 no longer the norm. The
health surveys reviewed here each have one or more features that do not fit the
public's perception of what a standard survey 1g: some require long interviews (NSFG
Pretest and NMES), others require the maintenance of records such as diaries (NMES)
or event histories (NSFG); some are panel surveys with repeated interviews (NSFG,
NHANES Follow-up, NMES), some have sensitive questions (MSFG Pretest, NHSS,
and YRBS); others use non-home sites (NHANES and the NSFG Pretest); or ask for
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medical tests (NHANES); or require information or testing that could be embarrassing
(NALS, NHANES, and NHSS).

As interviews get longer and questionnaire content gets more difficult or intrusive,
and hard to interview sub-populations are surveyed, the need to motivate respondent
participation grows. We need to provide respondents with concrete evidence of our
appreciation and the importance of their participation and willingness to provide
accurate and complete information. The careful use of remuneration allows us to offer
people more than the promise that policy makers including Congress will use the data
to improve their lives. If an advance letter or first personal contact explains that they
will be compensated, all of the practical evidence reviewed here suggests that
completing a quality interview at a reasonable cost is more likely.

Although most of this paper has dealt with remuneration for. individual respondents
in households, it is important to note that institutions, medical professionals. and other
organizations are frequently respondents for health surveys. The NHDS experience
suggests that remuneration is important in some institutional surveys also.

The history of remuneration in health surveys as evidenced by the experience
reviewed here is a successful one. Remuneration has stood the test of time, proving
successful in controlled experiments, field trials, and long-term implementation. For
relatively little cost, important improvements in response and data quality have been
gained using remuneration methods.
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TEE USE OF INCENTIVES TO SURVEY "HARD-TO-REACH" RESPONDENTS: A
BRIEF REVIEW OF EMPIRICAL RESEARCH AND CURRENT RESEARCH PRACTICE

Richard A. Kulka
Hational Opinion Research Center
University of Chicago

L B Introduction

Incentive payments to survey respondents have been used
extensively for many years as a means of improving survey response
rates (cf. Shuttleworth, 1931), and there 18 considerable research
evidence supporting the value of compensation for increasing
cooperation and improving the speed and quality of response in a
broad range of data collection efforts (cf. Kulka, 1992; Willimack,
Petrella, Beebe, and Welk, 1952). In particular, a large number of
empirical studies concerned with increasing response to mail
guestionnaires consistently attests to the effectiveness of
monetary incentives in increasing mail survey response rates (e.g.,
Armstrong, 1875; Church, 1993; Duncan, 1979; Fox, Crask, and Kim,
1988; Harvey, 1987; Heberlein and Baumgartner, 1978; Hopkina and
Gullicksen, 1952; Kanuck and Berenson, 1975; Linsky, 1975;
Yammarino, Skinner, and Childers, 1991; Yu and Cooper, 1983).

Nevertheless, until fairly recently monetary incentives and
other forms of respondent remuneration have not been used
extensively in general survey practice, especially in studies under
government sponsorship and large scale academic surveys--as opposed
to their widespread and common use in commercial or market
research. In recent years, however, it has become increasingly
difficult to achieve response rates high enough to provide
statistically wvalid results, and remuneration has become more
common. In the United States, Federal statistical surveys cannot
employ incentives without explicit authorization from the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB), and OMB has generally prohibited the
use of payments to respondents, except under circumstances where
"substantial need" can be demonstrated. And, interpreting this
rule on a case-by-case basis--as requests for the use of incentives
from Federal agencies have become increasingly common--has made it
more difficult for OMB to assure consistency in the application of
these guidelines.

To assist OMB in developing appropriate principles and
decision rules governing the use of respondent incentives by
Federal agencies, in October, 1992, the Council of Professional
Associations on Federal Statistics (COPAFS) convened a symposium of
representatives of government, business, academic, and research
organizations to consider the current state of experience,
research, knowledge, and opinion regarding the use of such
incentives (COPAFS, 1993). Although it was not expected that the
symposium would provide definitive answers to the multitude of
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questions surrounding the use of incentives, "OMB expected to
obtain information that would help in preparing guidelines to
foster greater consistency in reviewing future requests by Federal
agencies to use incentives when conducting surveys" p. 1).

Toward that goal, symposium participants discussed, in part,
"the kinds of survey situations in which incentives have a high
probability of being effective or necessary" (p. 8), articulating
"a get of circumstances in which they thought OMB should seriously
consider an agency's request to use incentives" (p. 9). Among
these were a number of situatiomns or circumstances that might be
broadly conceived as under the gemeral rubric of "hard-to-reach
respondents. " Specifically, the 1list dincluded the use of

incentives:

To encourage hard core refusals to respond, especially in
small subpopulations of interest where response rates are
often quite low--low enough to raise serious questions
about the <quality of survey data for these
subpopulations.

. When there i a significant 1likelihood that a
"gatekeeper® will prevent the respondent from ever
receiving the gquestionnaire or otherwise make it
difficult to make contact with certain segments of the
population to conduct an interview.

- When there is a special target population for whom our
conventional means of motivation or encouragement will
have little if any chance of working--i.e, where the
positive forcese to cooperate are guite low (e.g.,
prostitutes, the homeless, the disenfranchised).

. If the target population is a small group that is often
surveyed, such that a particular respondent is likely to
be sampled frequently for one survey or another (e.g.,
physicians, CEO's, university deans).

. If the population is a control group in a program
evaluation or experiment in which it is imperative to
achieve and maintain an adequate response rate in the
control group sample if the integrity of the study is to
be maintained.

More generally, one cof five potential OMB incentive peolicies
suggested for consideration in nonstandard survey situations was
that incentives "be considered if the respondent incurred out-of-
pocket cost; or if the survey was too intrusive; or the survey was
aimed at a hard-to-reach population [emphasis added]"™ (COPAFS,
1683, p. 12). Overall, most of those present felt that:
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- hard-to-reach really meant hard-to-interview [emphasis added].
This category could include those who are hard to encourage to
cooperate, and therefore initially refuse. In such cases,
incentives might be effective. |[However], participants felt
that incentives would not be effective for those who are hard

to find.

Participants also included in the hard-to-interview category
those who are difficult to reach by mail, those who must be
kept in a sample (such as members of a control group), and
those disenfranchised from society. (p. 12).

Based on this broad conception, the focus of this paper is
explicitly on the use of incentives to survey hard-to-reach
respondents, in contrast, for example, to the use of respondent
incentives as a reimbursement for out-of-pocket expenses, as a
payment to respondents for their time and effort in participating
in a survey, or to compensate respondents for carrying out survey
tasks that entail unusual demands, i.e., those which are especially
burdensome or intrusive or may put the respondent at risk. In
principle, to the extent that "hard-to-reach" is viewed as
synonymous with "hard-to-survey," this focus is quite broad, in
that encouraging those who might otherwise be reluctant to
cooperate with a given survey to indeed do so is, in essence, the
basic intent of the vast majority of surveys that choose to provide
remuneration to survey respondents as part of their design.

However, incentives provided to stimulate survey response are
rarely given only to initial or hard-core refusals, and several
important questions regarding the use of incentives to encourage
response may be addressed by focusing on this particular use of
remuneration (cf. COPAFS, 1993). These include:

Are there indeed specific target populations who are
routinely offered remuneration to participate in surveys
by most or all survey organizations because they are
regarded as especially difficult to survey?

While respondent incentives may increase cooperation
among initial refusals, are they really effective with
hard-core refusals and the truly difficult or impossible
to interview populations?

. Are incentives effective only for certain  target
populations or subpopulations or more effective for
certain population subgroups than for others (i.e., are
the effects of incentives different for different
population subgroups)?

Are incentives really effective in getting past
"gatekeepers," either for certain professionals (e.g.,
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physicians) or other difficult-to-survey subgroups of the
general population?

Are incentives indeed of little use in locating and
.interviewing hard-to-find cases?

- Should consideration be given to paying some, but not all
respondents to a given survey?

Should all respondents be paid the pame incentive, or
gshould consideration be given to different levels or
types of remuneration for different respondents?

To seek possible answers to these and some other related questions,
we conducted a focused review of the current research literature on
the use of incentives, with particular attention to their use with
hard-to-reach populations, broadly defined.

F Current Research Practice

However, because we anticipated that empirical evidence
bearing on many of these questions would likely be gquite sparse, we
also sought input from individuals at most of the government,
business, academic, and research organizations represented at the
COPAFS symposium in October 1992, along with a few others, to
ascertain the current state of survey research practice with regard
to the use of incentives to survey hard-to-reach populations. 1In
addition to providing citations or references to any papers or
publications related to this topic, each organization was asked to
provide information on any recent surveys they had conducted with
such populationse, indicating when they had or had not used
incentivea, and a sense of their general organizational pelicies or
conventions regarding the wuse of, - incentives under such
circumstances. Prior to describing some of the evidence available
from the research literature that bears on the questions raised
above, it will be useful to summarize current practice in this area
as described by these organizations.

Not surprising, the vast majority of these organizations
routinely conduct surveys with hard-to-reach respondents under our
broad definition. As noted by one organizational respondent,
virtually every survey encounters and must deal with hard core
refusals, but more specific categories of respondents designated by
responding organizations as hard-to-reach are:

(1) the economically disadvantaged (e.g., lower income or

lower socioceconomic status (SES) populations, welfare
recipients or applicants, the homeless);
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(2) the educatiocnally disadvantaged (e.g., the less educated,
high school dropouts, those with low literacy levels, the

mentally retarded);

(3) minority populations (e.g., African Americans, Higpanics,
disadvantaged minorities, impoverished urban minorities);

(4) adolescents, youth, and young adults (e.g., youth in
general, minority youth, young black males, teen mothers,

the young and mobile);

(5) drug users and those with special health problems (e.g.,
current or former drug users, drug abusers, cocaine
ugers, diabetics, those with asthma):

(6) frequently surveyed professiocnal or elite populations
(e.g., physicians, nurses, CEO's, teachers, college and
university faculty, both very small and very large farm
operations); and

(7) transients and persons who wish not to be found for legal
or other reasons (e.g., highly mobile and transient
populations, runaway youth, absent parents owing child
support, those defaulting on student loans).

Not only do these categories overlap a great deal, but also,
in almost every case, incentives have been used in surveys of thege '
populations to increase response rates by at least one
organization, and quite often by many. For example, the use of
(generally substantial) incentives in surveys of physicians is a
standard practice in virtually all of these organizationms. It is
also the case, however, that recent surveys have been conducted
with most of these subpopulations in which no incentives were used,
including a few surveys of physicians.

Although most of the organizations gqueried feel that
respondent incentives are generally effective in increasing
response rates among these hard-to-reach target populations, very
few controlled or randomized experiments have been conducted to
demonstrate empirically the efficacy of incentives in improving
response rates under such circumstances. Not surprisingly, the use
of incentives in surveys conducted by or for Federal statistical
agencies--which require OMB approval for providing respondent
incentives--is somewhat more likely to be based on such empirical
evidence than their use in surveys conducted by commercial,
academic or private research firms under other auspices.

Even in the absence of such controlled experiments, several of
these survey research professiocnals and firms believe that
respondent incentives are an important overall tool in their
arsenal for dealing with hard-to-interview survey populations, 'and
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their experiences with such incentives bear on at least three of
the basic issues raised earlier regarding the use of incentives
with such populations. First, although many participants at the
COPAFS (1993) symposium felt that incentives might not be effective
in locating those who are hard-to-find, several of these
organizations report experiences that suggest that paying
respondents makes contacting and locating easier, less expensive
and more effective, since contact individuals are more willing to
convey messages and provide new address and telephone numbers for
sample members when interviewers are able to mention that they have
a monetary incentive for the respondent. Similarly, others cite
experiences suggesting the efficacy of respondent incentives in
"opening the door" or getting past "gatekeepers,"--i.e., in helping
gain access to the respondent--because nurses, receptionists,
relatives, friends and other "gatekeepers" are apparently more
reluctant to restrict or deny access to a potential respondent when
a monetary incentive is involved. '

Third, although several of those responding to our inguiry
expressed some ambivalence regarding this practice, a number of
surveys have been conducted which provide incentives either to some
but not all respondents, or different levels of remuneratiom to
respondents in the same survey. In pome cases, these different
incentive levels (including no incentive) reflect different levels
of burden, effort or risk for different respondents, but it is also
not uncommon to offer incentives only to sample members for whom
one ie having difficulty getting them to respond--i.e., to do the
survey without routine remuneration, but then use monetary
incentives to try to convert refusals. Alternatively, in a survey
providing incentives at a given level, interviewers might be
permitted to offer increasingly larger amounts to convert
increasingly hard-core refusals, to persuade extremely hard-to-
convince cases to indeed cooperate.

Although these conditional incentive approaches can be guite
cost effective, paying uncooperative sample members when
cooperative respondents are not paid, or paying especially
reluctant or difficult sample members more than those who cooperate
more readily, violates our sense of fairness or egquity. However,
the selective or strategic use of remuneration to convert hard-core
refusals and achieve higher or very high response rates is--though
relatively rare and practiced with some reluctance--very much a
part of current research practice with regard to the use of
incentives to survey hard-to-reach respondents.

3. A Brief Review of the Literature
Having briefly summarized the current state of practice in
thig area, let us now eaxplere what, if anything, the current

regearch literature can tell us regarding the use of respondent
incentiwves with difficult-to-survey populations or sample members.
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3.1 The Use of Incentives in Surveys--A Summary

As a background for that analysis, it is important to consider
momentarily what we know (or think that we know) about the use of
respondent incentives in general (cf. Kulka, 1992, Willimack et al.
1992). BAs noted earlier, few today would question the general
assertion that a monetary incentive enclosed with a mail
questionnaire will serve to increase response rates. Hundreds of
studies have been conducted, and review after review--both
qualitative and quantitative--concludea that the importance of
financial incentives is "second only" (perhaps) to the use of
follow-up mailings or prompts in improving response rates (cf.
Dillman, 1%%1). Moreover, the literature rather overwhelmingly
supporte the predominant effectiveness of prepaid as opposed to
promised incentives (e.g., Armstrong, 1975; Berk, Mathiowetz, Ward
and White, 1987; Berry and Kanouse, 1987; Blumberg, Fuller, and
Hare, 1974; Church, 1993; Furse and Stewart, 1982; Hopkins and
Gullickson, 199%2; James and Bolstein, 1992; Kanuck and Berenson,
1975; Linsky, 1975; Peck and Dresch, 1981; Skinner, Ferrell, and
Pride, 1984; Wotruba; 1966; Yu and Cooper, 1983). That is,
incentives appear to be most effective in induecing survey response
when they are paid in advance--at the time that the respondent's
cooperation is initially solicited--rather than offered conditional
on and paid subsequent to respondent cooperation, even when the
promised or conditional incentive is greater than the amount
prepaid (cf. Linsky, 1975; James and Bolstein, 1992).

The use of monetary incentives to increase response rates for
telephone and persconal interview surveys has received far less
research attention, although the results of several studies are
consistent with those derived from mail surveys. Overall, however,
the conditions under which a monetary incentive will be effective
or ineffective under these survey modes appear to bhe lesa genaral.
Bagsed on this more limited research literature, the greatest
potential effectiveness of monetary intentives appears to be in
surveys that place unusual demands upon the respondent, reguire
continued cooperation over an extended period of time, or when the
positive forces on respondents to cooperate are fairly low (cf.
Cannell and Fowler, 1977).

In addition to a potential beneficial impact on response
rates, the research literature spuggests that incentives may have a
beneficial impact on data guality as well. At least two theories
suggest the opposite--a detrimental effect of remuneration on data
guality:

{1) a concept based on "social desirability" theory (Cannell
and Henson, 1974; Weiss, 1975) that suggests monetary
inducements will increase the tendency of participants to
try to please the interviewer by providing what the
respondent believes is the desired or "correct" answer;
and
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(2) a° "self-perception® model that argues that the
introduction of finmancial incentives acts as an extermal
motivator, thereby reducing the degree of internal
motivation (i.e., the subject's interest or desire to
participate), decreasing the degree or guality of
compliance (i.e., guality of response), while increasing
the rate of compliance or cocperaticn (cf. Hansen, 1980).

While relatively little empirical evidence has been found in
support of either of these two models (see, however, Hansen, 1980;
James and Bolstein, 1990), the preponderance of evidence reported
to date (e.g., Berk et al., 1987; Cowan, 1977; Ferber and Sudman,
1974: Godwin, 1979; Goetz, Tyler, and Cook, 1984; Houston and Ford,
1976: Jameés and Bolstein, 1990; Kerachsky and Mallar, 1981;
McDaniel and Raoc, 1980; Sudman and Perber, 1974) is more consistent
with a theory based on "social exchange," which posits that the
offer of monetary incentives induces a greater commitment to the
survey task among respondents, which in turn results in better data

gquality from survey respondents.

With regard to incentive size, the research literature .is
gignificantly less helpful, since the majority of studies have
investigated the effects o©f incentivea of §1 or less (e.g.,
Armstrong, 1975; Fox et al., 1988; James and Bolstein, 1992; Jobber
and Saunders, 1988; EKanuck and Berenson, 1975; Linsky, 1975;
Yammarino et al., 1991; Yu and Cooper, 1983), and few studies have
successfully demonstrated the effectiveness of very large monetary
incentives (e.g., Berry and Kanouse, 1987; Gunn and Rhodes, 1981;
James and Bolstein, 1992). At both extremes, there is some
evidence that increasing the size of monetary incentive will result
in increases in survey response and/or quality (e.g, Armstrong,
1975; Findlay and Schaible, 1980; Fox et al., 1988; Furse and
Stewart, 1982; Godwin, 197%; Cunn and Rhodes, 1581; Hubbard and
Little, 1988a, 1988Bb; James and Boletein, 1990, 1992), but there is
also rather consistent evidence that this benefit may rather
quickly reach "diminishing returns,"” whereby larger incentives no
longer result in appreciable increases in survey response (e.qg.,
Armstrong, 1974; Fox et al., 1988; Godwin, 1979; Hubbard and
Little, 1988b; James and Bolstein, 19%2; Mizes, Fleece, and Roos,
1584).

Overall, why payments are effective in improving response
rates is not currently very well understoocd. Some believe that
"payment works in increasing response rates . . . through
motivating and supporting the interviewer [emphasis added] in his
[or her] approach to the respondent' (Weinberg, 1973, p. 480),
while others view "incentives . . . a8 impressing upon the survey
respondent [emphasis added] the importance of the task" (Goetz et
al. 1984:14%; Berry and Eanouse, 15%87). 8till othere have
suggested that the predominant motivating power of an incentive is
not its monetary value, but rather its symbolic, or "token" value
(e.g., Linsky, 1975).
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In turn, two basic classes of theories have been referenced to
explain why incentives may increase survey participation (cf.
Willimack et al., 1992). The first is based on the principle of
"reciprocation® (Groves, Cialdini, and Couper, 1992):

Bvery human society abides by a norm of reciprocity [emphasis
added} that directs individuals to provide to others the
general form of behavior that they have received from others
(Gouldner, 1960). . . . [Based on] the reciprocity heuristic,
. . . one should be more willing to comply with a request to
the extent that the compliance constitutes the repayment of a
perceived gift, faveor, or concession. (p.480)

Thus, by providing an incentive as an unsolicited gift (e.g., a
prepaid incentive), one invokes the norm of reciprocity among
. respondents, who can "reciprocate" by participating in the survey.

Closely related to the concept of a "norm of reciprocity" (and
in the same basic class) are theories of "cognitive dissonance" and
"social exchange." TUnder the former, it is postulated that the
inclusion of a prepaid token incentive with a request for survey
participation creates psychological dissonance, which is most
eagily resolved by consenting to in fact participate (cf. Purse and
Stewart, 1982, 1984; Hackler and Bourgette, 1973).

As articulated by Dillman (1978), "social exchange" theary,
which emphasizes the perceived costs and rewards of responding to
a survey, suggests that, in order to maximize survey response, one
must "minimize the costs for responding, maximize the rewards for
doing so, and establish trust that those rewards will be deliveredr
(Dillman, 1978, p. 12). Rather than serving as a reward for survey
participation, the use of an incentive serves as "a symbol of
trust," a major factor necessary for sccial exchange to
successfully occur. Consistent with ‘this notion is research
evidence showing that

increasing the size of an incentive does not always increase
response, and in fact may tend to decrease it, and that
including it with the appeal [a prepaid incentive] is more
effective than promising to send it on return of the
questionnaire. The closer the monetary incentive comes to the
value of the service performed, the more the transaction tends
to move into the realm of economic exchange [in which money
serves as a precise measure of the worth or value of one's
actions] and the easier it becomes for people to refuse it.
{(Dillman, 1578, p. 16)

In general, smaller, prepaid incentives appear to invoke
social exchange or the norm of reciprocity, while larger promised
or conditional incentives are more likely to invoke economic
exchange, which represents the second basic class of thecries on
how incentives serve to increase survey participation, i.e., by
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literally paying respondents for the time and effort required to
provide the information requested. Under this model, remuneration
represents reimbursement for survey cooperation (cf. Cohen, Walden,
and Ward, 1992), i.e., compensation to respondents for their time
and effort in participating in the survey, rather than an
"incentive,” "gift," or "gesture of goodwill" too small to be.

considered equitable payment or exchange for respondents' time.

In this regard, Cannell and Henson (1574) emphasize that,
gince respondents rarely share the goals of a survey, they do not
consider participation as a means of advancing their own, personal
goals, and are thereby generally umnmotivated to perform the survey
task. An incentive, in the form of a payment, may serve to provide
a personal goal which motivates participation in a survey. To be
effective, the amount of money cffered must be large enough to be
worth working for--i.e., the value of the incentive should be
commensurate with the task and/or time sacrificed by the
respondent - -but not extravagant, because, if individuals perceive
that they are overcompensated, the effects on participation may
actually be negative (Cannell and Henson, 1574; Groves, 1989).

Overall, the preponderance of research evidence appears to
favor the concepts of social exchange or reciproecity as a basis for
the effectiveness of incentives, although with the advent of
increasingly more complex surveyse and the use of larger incentives,
a significant body of evidence coneistent with the tenets of
economic exchange is also accumulating, much of it in relatiom to
surveys of apparently hard-to-reach or hard-to-interview
populations, to which we now turn our full attention.

3.2 Hard-to-Reach Target Populations

Although at least seven different categories of respondents
were identified by survey practitioners as "hard-to-reach,"
research on the effects of respondent incentives has focused
directly on only a few of these--frequently surveyed professional
and elite populations, adolescents and young adults, and the
disadvantaged--and the relative coverage of even these three broad
populations in that regard is quite uneven.

By "focusing directly" I mean that the subjects for
experimentation with incentives are drawn largely or entirely from
one of these target populations. A number of these studies include
ocne or more of these subgroups as a component of the population
surveyed, and such subgroups may or may not have responded
differently to incentives than other groups represented in the
sample, but the iesue of the differential effectiveness of
incentives among those hard-to-survey will be dealt with in a
separate section.

Studies on the use of incentiwves with professional and elite
populations--especially physicians--are legion. Physicians are
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widely believed to be an especially difficult population from which :
to collect survey data (Sudman, 1985), since they "are frequently
approached for surveys, the demands on their time are great, and
their office staffs are vigilant in protecting them® (Berry and
Kanouse, 1987, pp. 102-103). Physicians' reluctance to participate
in surveys is a growing problem for researchers (cf. Berk, 1985),
with the American Medical Association (AMA) warning that
"physicians are becoming weary and wary of surveys" (Martin, 1984),
while the response rates to even their own surveys have declined
precipitously (Goodman and Jensen, 1981). .

Both prepaid (Berk, Edwards, and Gay, 1993; Berry and Kanouse,
1587; Lockhart, 1551; Mizes, Pleece, and Roos, 1%84) and promised
(Gunn and Rhodes, 1981; Weber, Wycoff, and Adamson, 1982; Tambor,
Chase, Faden, Geller, Hofman, and Holtzman, 1993) monetary
incentives have been shown to significantly improve response rates
in surveys of physicians, whether conducted by mail, telephone or
in person. For example, Guan and Rhodes (1981) conducted an
experiment to determine the effectiveness of paying monetary
incentives to physicians for their participation in a 20-30 minute
telephone interview on attitudes toward influenza immunization.
Physicians were systematically assigned to one of three subsamples
designated to receive no incentive, $25, or $50. Study findings
revealed a 58 percent response rate for the group offered no
incentive, 69 percent for those promised $25, and 77 percent for
those offered $50. 1In a personal interview survey conducted by
Weber and his colleagues (1982) the same range of incentive
conditions resulted in response rates of 38, 67, and 73 percent,
respectively. :

Berry and Kanouse (1987) compared the relative effectiveness
of a prepaid and a promised incentive of £20 in a mail survey of
physicians, obtaining a 78 percent response rate for the prepaid
incentive group and a 66 percent rate for those paid only after
they completed the survey. Mizes, Fleece, and Roos (1984)
demonstrated the effectiveness of even a relatively small prepaid
incentive in a brief mail survey of physicians, cbtaining a
response rate of 74 percent with either a $1 or $5 prepayment in
comparison with 53 percent when no payment was provided. In a
survey of 600 physicians from three specialty groups, Lockhart
(1991) achieved a 57 percent response rate using a $20 prepaid
incentive, compared with only 13 percent in a no incentive control
group. More recently, Berk, Edwards and Gay (1993) confirmed the
effectiveness of a prepaid incentive of $10 in a mail survey of
physicians, achieving a response rate of 63 percent for those
receiving the incentive with an initial mailing in comparison with
40 percent for the no incentive group.

The relative effectiveness of both large and small monetary
incentives in improving response rates, speed, and/or quality among

266




other professional and elite populations has also been demonstrated
empirically, including: : |

(a) intermational elites, ranging from university professors
to cabinet ministers (Godwin, 1979);

(b) nurses (e.g., Kephart and Bresaler, 1958);

(e} librarians (Hopkins, Hopkins, and Schon, 1988);

{d) wvarious professionals subscribing Lo a magazine dealing
with alcchol and drug use problems (Goedstadt, Chung,
Kronitz, and Cook, 1977); :

(e) owners of small construction subcontracting companies
(James and Bolstein, 1992);

(f) community elites (Paoclillec and Lorenzi, 1984);

(g) business executives (Erdos and Morgan, 1983; Robin and
Walters, 1976); and .

{h) farmers (Willimack, 1993).

However, scme of these studies were poorly designed and/or
cbtained very low response rates even with incentives, and there
are other studiea where incentives used with professionals were
either ineffective (e.g., Cook, Schoeps, and Kim, 1985; Abraham and
Johnson, 1993) or resulted in poorer response rates or quality than
when no incentives were provided (e.g., Hansen, 1580). For
example, in the 1992 field test for a national survey of college
and univereity faculty (Abraham and Johnson, 1993), three incentive
conditions were used, including one monetary (a prepaid $2 bill);
only the monetary incentive approached statistical significance in
improving the response rate over no incentive (87 versus 79
percent), and this was not regarded as etrong evidence of the
efficacy of incentives with that particular professional
population. In fact, the main survey, fielded without incentives,
achieved an overall response rate of 87 percent (Abraham, 1994).

A second category of respondents which many nominate as hard-
to-reach are adclescents, youth, and young adults. While there is
less empirical evidence available with regard to these target
populations, the results that are available are consistent with the
assumption that incentives can be quite effective in stimulating
survey cooperation among them. For example, a recent investigation
conducted for NCHS by the Survey Research Center at the University
of Michigan (Cannell and Camburn, 1991) studied the effects of
respondent payments of $20 on the willingness of youth 12-20 to
participate in the Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System (YRES)
and on their motivation to answer YRBS questions as accurately and
truthfully as possible. The results of this research indicated
that paying respondents increased participation rates (from 79 to
S0 percent), reduced parental consent refusal rates (thereby
assisting in getting by an important “gatekeeper), aided
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interviewers in converting refusals, increased respondents'
perceptions of the importance of the survey, and may have improved
the accuracy and honesty of responses.

The authors suggest that these youth represent the classic
hard-to-interview respondent, in that the positive forces for them
to respond and respond accurately to the YRBS are in fact quite
low. "Young people had a low interest in this survey, and saw no
compelling reason for responding honestly or being diligent in the
task of answering the survey questions" (Cannell and Camburn, 1991,

P. 1). Moreover,

respondents could see no compelling reason to be diligent in
answering survey questions. Participants in group interviews
voiced skepticism about any benefits that may accrue from
participating in surveys. Therefore, techniques typically
used with adult respondents to encourage participation and
more accurate reporting, such as appealing to their
obligations as citizens [civie duty] or emphasizing the
Societal benefits likely to come from the survey, may be
unproductive with youthful respondents. Therefore, some
different ways of motivating respondent participation and
accurate reporting are needed. (Cannell and Camburn, 1991, p.
11)

This is consistent, of course, with Cannell and Henson's (1974)
earlier suggestion that this is precisely the role that a
respondent incentive might play, i.e., providing a personal goal
which motivates participation in a survey.

Similarly, students and former students have traditionally
been difficult to survey. For example, "postsecondary students who
have little motivation to participate im . . .research and have
traditionally been difficult to survey include those who fail to
complete the application process, those who are admitted but do not
register for classes, dropouts, and alumni" (Zusman and Duby, 1987,
P- 73). Thus, in a mail survey of undergraduate transfer students
who subsequently withdrew, Zusman and Duby (1%87) found that a
prepaid incentive of $1 increased cooperation by nearly 20
percentage points. In an earlier study of the use of incentives
with a postsecondary student survey, Huck and Gleason (1974) found
that the response rate could be increased from 65 to 92 percent
with the provision of an incentive. Peck and Dresch (1981) found
that a prepaid $3 incentive with a 1¥ hour mail survey of men and
women three years after they completed high school yielded a
response rate of 76 percent, compared with a 68 percent response
rate for those promised a similar payment, and 54 percent among
those who were offered no payment at all. Similarly, in a one-year
follow-up mail survey of vocational-technical school graduates,
Pucel, Nelgon, and Wheeler (1971) found that the use of multiple
nonmonetary incentives increased response rates by over 20
percentage points relative to a no incentive control group.
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In contrast, in the 1952 Postcensal pretest for the NSF's 1993
National Survey of College Graduates, a mail survey with telephone
and in person follow-ups, Mooney, Giesbrecht, and Shettle (1923)
found that a $5 incentive with the initial mailing significantly
increased response rates after two mailings by 11 percentage
points, but, after mail and telephone follow-up, this difference
was reduced to only 2 percent. In addition to increasing speed of
response, however, those provided an incentive were significantly
more willing to provide telephone numbers and names of contact
persons, thereby reducing the effort required for future locating
in this longitudinal study. In yet another incentive experiment
conducted in connection with the National Assessment of Educational
Progresse (NAEF) household survey --in which young adults 26-35 were
asked to complete a series of tests--Chromy and Horvitz (1978)
demonstrated the effectiveness of a variable incentive procedure
(no incentive for one package, $10 for two, $15 for three, four for
$20) in increasing the overall response rate from 70.5 percent
(with no incentive) to 83.3 percent, a rate which was maintained in
subsequent years by adopting this procedure. -

Perhaps the respondent categories most commonly mentioned as
hard-to-reach or hard-to-interview are the educationally or
econcmically disadvantaged and minorities. However, there is wvery
little experimental evidence available attesting to the efficacy of
respondent incentives based specifically on these target
populations. One of the classic examples in fact overlaps our
previous category, dealing as it does with disadvantaged youth. In
that study (Kerachsky and Mallar, 1981), a $5 payment per interview
was offered to a randomly selected portion of a mnational
probability sample panel of 5,800 economically disadvantaged youth
for three waves of interviewing, conducted in conjunction with an
evaluation of the economic impact of the Job Corps program. "Youth
in the age range of Corpsmembers {16 to 21) and with their
economically disadvantaged backgrounds are generally very mobile
and hard to locate [and interview] " (Kerachsky and Mallar, 1981, p.
263) .

The researchers were able to verify the effectiveness of these
regpondent payments for improving both the guantity (search
efficacy and interview completions) and quality (e.g., item
nonresponse) of responses. After one or two interviews, the
study's ability to locate potential respondents and cbtain data
from those wheo were located deteriorated in the absence of monetary
incentives, but not when sample members were offered the $5 payment
per interview. 1In addition, payment influenced the willingness of
sample members to return postcards from advance letters, thereby
reducing the cost of locating respondents for follow-up interviews.
Significant reductions in item nonresponse associated with these
payments were most pronounced at baseline and declined over time.
More generally, the overall effectiveness of respondent incentiven
in increasing response rates and quality in studies that
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overrepresent the poor and minority populations has also been
demonstrated (e.g, Berk et al., 1987).

While studies of the effectiveness of incentives that focus
directly on low income, minority, and disadvantaged populations are
quite rare, those that address the more specific guestion of
whether respondent incentives are more effective in improving
cooperation among such target populations than the more affluent

and advantaged are considerably more common. This question is part
of a more general one--are incentives more effective for certain

population subgroups than for others?--to which we now turn our
attention.

3.3 Differential Effects of Incentives by Target Populaticn

Restating our original gquestion on this issue:

Are incentives effective only for certain target populations
or subpopulations or are they more effective for certain
population subgroups than for others (i.e., are the effects of
incentives different for different population subgroups)?

At the most general level, a few of the quantitative reviews of the
regearch literature on techniques designed to enhance mail survey
response rates have addressed this isgsue. Yammarino and his
colleagues (1991) found, for example, that associations between
incentives and response rates "were statist irally significant but
derived from more than one Population; that is, the relationships
are gituation specific and there is a need to examine potential
moderators" (p. 627), other than year of publication and (a crude
measure of the) type of sample (consumer versus institutional
groups), the two moderators included in the study, which were not
statistically significant. In contrast, neither Church (1993) nor
Hopkins and Gullirkann (1982) feound significant differences in the
effectiveness of incentives by target population (general,
students, technical, business, and medical) or population type
(professional, general, or semiprofessional), respectively.

However, a more detailed examination of respondent populations
reveals a significant amount of wvariation in responsiveness to

respondent incentives. For example, in an experiment recently
reported by Willimack (1993) in connection with the 1992 Farm Costs
and Returns Survey (FCRS), a prepaid nonmonetary incentive

increased the overall response rate from 58 to 63 percent, but the
incentive proved to be most effective in the smallest and largest
classes of farm operations, increases of 17 and 12 percentage
points, respectively.

Similarly, several studies of physicians have found
significant differences by specialty in the effectiveness of
incentives in increasing survey cooperation. Noting that different
populations are more receptive to certain incentives than others,
Erdos and Morgan (1983) reported that doctors in nine specialties
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-of medicine responded well to a 25¢ incentive, whereas
psychiatrists required a $1 incentive. In the study cited earlier
by Gunn and Rhodes (1981), response rates varied considerably
across specialties: pediatricians and industrial physicians had
high rates regardless of payment category ($0-$25-$50), but general
and family physicians were very sensitive to payment--37 percent
responded with no payment and 64 percent with $50. In the Lockhart
(1991) study, the impact of incentives on general and family
practitioners and physicians specializing in internal medicine was
substantially greater than that observed among diabetes
specialists, presumably because the topic of the survey--blood
glucose monitoring--was especially salient to the latter. In
contrast, in Berry and Kanouse's (1987) investigation of prepaid
versus promised incentives, prepayment was effective with all nine
specialties (statistically significant in four), except for
oncologists, whose overall response rate was exceptionally high.

While it is commonly assumed that monetary incentives are more
effective in increasing response rates among less educated, lower
income respondents than among more educated, middle- or upper-
income persons or households, research findings are in fact
gomewhat mixed regarding the effect of incentives on response rates
for groups differing in sccioeconomic status. For example, based on
the early mail survey literature, Kanuk and Berenson (1975) cite
several studies that failed to show that low income peocple were
more likely to respond to monetary incentives than were pecple with
higher incomes. In the 1971 National Health and Nutritiom
Examination Survey (NHANES I; Miller, Kennedy, and Bryant, 1972;
Bryant, EKovar, and Miller, 1975), a $10 incentive increased
examination cocoperation rates relative to no incentive from 70 to
B2 percent, but, contrary to expectations, the effect of the
promised incentive did not increase as income level decreased. In
a parallel remineration expariment conducted in connerction with the
second survey (NHANES II) in this series (Findlay and Schaible,
15980), boosting the incentive from %510 £o 520 increased the overall
response rate from 74 to 79 percent, and the increased remuneration
was more successful among whites than blacks, but there were no
differences by income level. Goetz and his associates (1984) also
found no difference in the effectiveness of incentivea by
education, race (cf. Dohrenwend, 1970), and income.

In contrast, in a nonexperimental comparison, Benus and
Ackerman (1971) found that response rates for all major segments of
the population were better in a panel where sample members were
paid than a comparable panel where sample members were not paid,
and they were disproportionately better among low income
respondencs. Similarly, using nonmonetary incentives in a mail
survey, Nederhof (1583) found that incentives produced a
disproportionately larger percentage of respondents from lower
educational and occupational strata. Though modegt, James and
Bolstein (1990) found a similar pattern of relationships for level
of education and income with wvarious monetary incentiwves in their
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mail survey of cable televigion subscribers. Ferber and Sudman
(1974) also found that monetary incentives were indeed more
effective in soliciting cooperation from lower income families than
high income households, but such differential effects by education
or income level have not been congistently cbserved in consumer
expenditure studies (cf. Ferber, 1974; Cowan, 1577).

In a widely cited but poorly designed study, Gelb (1975)
reported a significant difference in the response of lower-class
and middle-class respondents to a conditional versus an immediate
incentive to return a questionnaire, with middle-class recipients
responding better to a prepaid and lower-class recipients to a
promised incentive. More recently, Goyder (1%50) reported a
similar statistical interaction between socioceconomic status (SES)
and size and type of incentive, whereby higher SES sample members
were more likely to respond to no incentive or a prepaid $1
incentive, while lower SES sample members were more likely to
respond to a post-paid $10 incentive than high SES sample members.

A more rigorous test of the differential effectiveness of
monetary incentives by sociceconomic status was conducted in .
connection with a field test of 2,000 adults 16 and older for the
National Adult Literacy Survey (NALS), a personal interview survey
designed to measure one's ability to use printed and written
material (Berlin, Mchadjer, Waksberg, Kolstad, Eirsech, Rock, and
Yamamoto, 1992). Assessing the impact of incentives of $0, $20,
and 535, a significant increase was found in response rates in the
two incentive groups (81 and B3 percent, respectively) over the "no
incentive" group (73 percent), but no significant difference by
incentive level. Of particular importance to the current
discussion, they found that incentives were most effective in
improving response rates for people with low educational attainment
and minority populations. When a monatary incentive was paid,
significantly more black and Hispanic adults agreed to take both
the background questionnaire and literacy test than when no
incentive was offered, and similar results were cbserved for adults
with lower levels of educacion. Eimilarly, in a recent pretest
for Cycle V of the National Survey of Family Growth (NSFG), a
survey of women of childbearing age with an oversample of black and
Hispanic women, a $20 incentive resulted in an overall increase in
cooperation of 8 percentage points, but the increase was
disproportionately higher for black, Hispanic, and low income women
(Duffer, Lessler, Weeks, and Moser, 1994). For example, among
lower income women, the $20 incentive inecreased response rates by
12 percentage points, three times the level of increase (i.e., 4
percentage points) observed among higher income women. Similarly,
the increases cbserved among black and Hispanic women were 10 and
26 percentage points, respectively, compared to only 2 percentage
points for white and other women.

Thus, there is indeed some appreciable evidence that
incentives are more likely to influence lower income, lower
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sociceconomic subgroups and minority populations to participate in
surveys. Overall, however, results regarding the effect of
incentives on survey participation from groups differing by
race/ethnicity or socioeconomic or status are currently still quite

mixed.
3.4 The Conditicnal Use of Respondent Incentives

The foregoing discussion raises (but clearlildaesn't answer)
the question of whether all respondents should be paid the same
incentive, or should consideration be given to different levels or
types of remuneration for different respondents (cf. Peck and
Dresch, 1981; Marrect, Kreiger, Dodds, and Hilditch, 19%2). A
related question raised earlier in our discussion of current
practice is "should consideration be given to paying some but not
all respondents to a given survey?" In fact, as noted earlier, a
number of survey research organizations on some surveys use
respondent incentives only for refusal conoversion, usually only as
a last resort to convert hard-core refusals, the truly hard-to-
interview sample members. For example, in the General Social
Survey (GSS), conducted by NORC under a grant from the National
Seience Poundation, "respondent fees" have routinely been used for
this purpose; and, in 1989, up front respondent fees were also
offered to a select group of respondents who resided in
traditionally difficult urban primary sampling unites (PSUs), a
strategy that resulted in a lowering of the overall cost of the
survey and a reduction in the field period, while still achieving
the highest completion cbserved for this survey since 1985 (Law,
1589).

In a paper prepared for the COPAFS symposium in October 1992,
Pendleton and Ginsberg (1992) explicitly raised this as an
impoartant research quesation (of. Tucker, 1992) -

[Information is needed on] the most advantageous stage in the

data collection process to offer incentives to minimize the
cost and time involved in repeated follow up. A comparison of
the cost of completed interviews when no incentives are
offered, when offering incentives at first contact, and when
offering incentives only when response rates are not found to
be adeguate in terms of cost of completed interview would be
useful. (p. 8)

And, although none of them deal with the equity or fairness issues
associated with this practice, a few studies have indeed explored
the issue of the timing of when respondent incentives are offered,
independenc of the prepald versus promised distinction, i.e., the
"conditional® use of incentives to convert nonresponders.

For example, in a survey of college undergraduates, Huck and

Gleason (1974) found that a follow-up mailing sending a quarter to
nonrespondents rather than to everyone on the initial mailout list
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cut coets in half, without significantly decreasing the response
rate. In essence, the NAEP national assessment experiment with
young adults reported by Chromy and Horvitz (1978) was a
nonresponse follow-up study. After cobtaining a disappointing
response rate of only 44 percent with no incentive, the experiment
was directed only at nonrespondents from the initial study. While
nonrespondents receiving no incentive, but exposed to substantially
improved field procedures, were increased to a participation rate
of 71 percent, the response rates for those receiving one of three
incentive conditions were boosted to 80 to 85 percent. Similarly,
in the experiment with young adults surveyed by mail by Peck and
Dresch (1981), a prepaid incentive of $3 in the first wave mailing
resulted in a final response rate of 76 percent, compared to only
54 percent among those receiving no incentive; however, a condition
in which nonrespondents to the first mailing who initially received
no incentive were prepaid $3 with the second mailing ultimately
achieved a response rate of 70 percent. In a household health
survey of young adults in Switzerland, Perneger, Etter, and
Rougemont (1993) experimented with two "incentives," a promise of
10 Swiss francs ($7 US) and a red reminder postcard mailed two days
after the questionnaire. Initial response rates were 65 percent
for those receiving both incentives, 57 percent for those offered
the money only, 54 percent for recipients of the reminder card, and
48 percent for those who received neither. Follow-up mailings with
incentives sent to all nonrespondents resulted in final response
rates of 83, B4, 82, and 78 percent, respectively, attesting to the
erficacy of these incentives as a productive nonresponse follow-up -
device.

In a mail survey of residents of New Zealand with three waves
of mailing, a $1 incentive achieved a final response rate of about
70 percent, regardless of whether it was sent to all respondents
with the initial mailing or included in the second mailing for
nonrespondents to the first mailout (Brennan, Hoek, and Astridge,
1591). Similarly, in a mail survey of San Diego residents, a
monetary incentive of $5 contingent on response (i.e., a promised
incentive) to a second mailing of the questionnaire increased the
response rate from initial "nonresponders® by 100 percent relative
to controls who received no incentive, and by 75 percent over those
who received $1 not conditional on response {(Spry, Hovell, Sallis,
Hofstetter, Elder, and Molgaard, 1989).

In a general population telephone survey on family health
insurance recently conducted in 10 states for the Robert Wood
Johnson Foundation by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., promised
incentives of $5 and 510 were compared with no incentive in three
states to assess their effects on both response rates and data
quality (Strouse and Hall, 1994). Although the $10 payment
marginally increased screener (but not interview) regponse rates
over no incentive prior to refusal conversion, after refusal
conversion--which offered a $10 payment to nonresponders in both
groups--cooperation rates for the $0 and $10 groups were virtually
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equivalent. As a result, payments were retained only for refusal
conversion efforts for the remainder of the survey.

Not surprisingly, the potential efficacy of using incentives
only for nonresponse follow-up in surveys of physicians has also
been examined, with mixed results. Recall that Berry and Kanouse
(1987) achieved a 78 percent response rate with a 520 incentive
included with the initial mailing, compared with only 66 percent
for those who received a check only after the c leted
questionnaire was returned. However, a subsample of the original
postpayment sample, sent a special follow-up mailing with a check,
had a final response rate of 77 percent, indicating that prepayment
was effective even if it was used late in the contact process.

In contrast, the recent study reported by Berk, Edwards, and
Gay (1993) found that, while "some beneficial impact was found,
delaying the incentive until the second round of mailing did not
have the same effect as including an incentive with the initial
mailing® (p. 241). Overall, a 63 percent response rate was
obtained for those receiving a prepaid incentive with the initial
mailing, compared with only a 50 percent response rate for those
sent a prepaid incentive with a second mailing, and a 40 percent
rate for those receiving no incentive.

4, Summary and Conclusion

As we noted in the introduction, the use of monetary
incentives and other forms of respondent remuneration has become
increasingly common in survey research, spreading rather steadily
from the origin of this practice in commercial and market research
to the increased use of remuneration in academic and govermment
surveya. In any discussion of this trend among survey research
professionals, examples of eituations under which incentives are
routinely touted as either necessary or highly desirable to achieve
adeguate response rates alwaye include their use with hard-to-reach
or hard-to-interview populations. Although this assertion could be
regarded as essentially tautological, there is, in fact, a
reasonable consensus on a broad conception of what constitutes
"hard-to-reach" respondents, including: (a) hard core refusals; (b)
sample members protected by gatekeepers; (c) frequently surveyed
groups; (d) target populations or subpopulations among whom the
traditional positive forces to cooperate are quite low; and, in
general, (e) those who are hard to locate, gain access to, and
interview for a variety of different reasons.

In summarizing what we know or think we know about the use of
incentives with such populations, it would be most useful to do so
in relation to the seven basic gquestions that we raised at the
outaset :
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1. Are there indeed specific target populations who are

- routinely offered remuneration to participate in surveys

by most or all survey organizations because they are
regarded as espec_ally difficult to survey?

The specific types of respondents designated as hard-to-reach
by organizations that we contacted in preparing this paper include:
(1) the economically disadvantaged; (2) the educationally
disadvantaged; (3) minority populations; (4) adolescents, vouth,
and young adults; (5) drug users and those with special health
problems; (6) frequently surveyed professional or elite
populations; and (7) transients and persons who wish not to be
found for legal or other reasons.

Of the these seven different categories of respondents, the
research literature on the effectes of respondent incentives has
focused directly on only a few--frequently surveyed professional
and elite populations, adolescents and young adults, and the
disadvantaged. Overall, to varying degrees, the results gf these
studies suggest that respondent incentives can be quite effective
in stimulating survey cooperation among each of these hard-to-reach
populations, especially the first two categories.

2, While respondent incentives may increase cooperation
among initial refusals, are they really effective with
hard-core refusals and the truly difficult or impossible
to interview populations?

That respondent incentives are gquite effective in averting
initial refusals or in converting them after the fact is fairly
clear from the research literature, but none of the literature
reviewed sgpecifically addresses their efficacy with hard core
refusals or those who are truly difficult or impossible to
interview. Possible exceptions are the effectiveness of the NALS
and NSFG Cycle V field experiments in" achieving higher response
rates among those subpopulations whose response rates are typically
guite low, in Bpite of extensive follow-up and refusal conversion
efforts. In addition, most survey research professionals believe
that respondent incentives are an important overall tool in their
arsenal for dealing with these difficult-to-interview populations
in particular,

3. Are incentives effective only for certain target
bopulations or subpopulations or more effective for
certain population subgroups than for others fi.e., are
the effects of ipncentives different for different
Population subgroups)?

While studies of the effectiveness of incentives that focus
directly on low income, minority, and disadvantaged populations are
quite rare, those that address the more specific question of
whether respondent incentives are more effective in improving
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cooperation among such target populations than the more affluent
and advantaged are considerably more common. Overall, these
studies provide some provocative evidence suggesting that
incentives are indeed more likely to influence lower income, lower
socioceconomic status and minority populations to participate in
surveys than those more advantaged. Similarly, several studies of
physicians have found significant differences by specialty in the
effectiveness of incentives in increasing survey cooperation. More
generally, there is a growing body of research evidence suggesting
that incentives are more effective for certain populations or
population subgroups than for others.

4. Are incentives zreally effective 4im getting past
"gatekeepers, " either for certain professionals (e.g.,

physicians) or other difficult-to-survey subgroups of the
general population?

Evidence provided both by survey practitioners and the
research literature suggests that respondent incentives can indeed
be effective in getting past gatekeepers and gaining access to
certain difficult to reach populatioms.

5. Are incentives indeed of little use in locating and
interviewing hard-to-find cases?

A few studies and the experiences reported by several
research organizations suggest that respondent incentives can
indeed be effective in reducing the time and costs associated with
locating, tracking, and interviewing highly mobile or otherwise
difficult to locate populations.

6. Should consideration be given to paying some, but not all
respondents to a given survey?

A number of survey research organizations on some surveys use
respondent incentives only for refusal conversion, i.e., in general
respondents are not paid, but incentives are offered as one tocl in
the refusal conversion process.

Although there are important questions to be answered related
to the equity or fairness of this practice, most of the research
literature bearing on its feasibility suggests that quite similar
rates of response and response gquality can be achieved in most
surveys by delaying the use incentives to later stages of contact
in the survey process.

" 7. Should all respondents be paid the same incentive, or
should consideration be given to different levels or
types of remuneration for different respondents

The research literature suggeste that incentives (or
incentives of a given level) are more effective for certain
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population subgroups than for others, and that different respondent
groupe may be more sensitive to different levels or types (e.g.,
prepaid versus conditional) of remuneration than others. Thus,
some have suggested that "an optimal survey design would probably
use different incentives for different population groups" (Peck and
Dresch, 1981, p. 256}. However, while the observed wvariation
across a number of studies is quite real, the evidence to date does
not yet appear sufficient to justify the use of different
incentives for different categories of sample members or survey
regpondents.

Overall, what does this overview suggest about how we define
and approach hard-to-reach or hard-te-interview respondents and the
relative or special efficacy of remuneration in surveys of these
target populations or subpopulations? This question is best
addressed perhaps by first approaching the problem from the other
direction, i.e., by asking ourselves what motivates cooperative or
"easy-to-reach" respondents to participate in surveys.

Fundamentally, 1t 1s important to realize that monetary
incentives represent only one of many incentives or motivating
factors available to survey researchers (cf. Groves, 1992). Survey
practitioners already use a number of other types of incentives to
encourage survey participation--including appeals to civic duty,
the eventual use of the information provided to help people, etc.--
and such appeals are generally quite effective. A gense of civic
duty to respond tO a government survey may be viewed as the
cumulative result of the provision of goods and services by the
polity to its citizens (Groves, 1992), and this "social contract"”
to provide information for the public good clearly appeals to many
people. Thus, the techniques typically used by survey researchers
to encourage participation include appealing to respondents'
nbli%atiunn as citizene and emphasizing the sorietal henefits
likely to accrue from the survey. '

In turn, these appeals seek to activate one of two basic types
of respondent moLive patterns (Cannell and Henson, 1974): (1) a
perception that participation in the interview will enable one to
achieve certain personal goals (i.e., by emphasizing the importance
and purpose of the survey and attempting to link these to achieving
some personal or societal goal); and (2) a habitual mode of
response toward requests made by legitimate agencies or
organizations in society, based on norms of good citizenship,
politeness, acquiescence to requests for information, etc.
Unfortunately, as Cannell and Henson (1974) note:

thease two types of motivations are not very effective in
increasing respondent [cooperation or] activity. Respondents
do not share the researcher's goals, or, if they do, they fail
to see the interview as an effective way of achieving that
goal. . . . Similarly, the respondent role may be seen as
related to citizen responsibility, but this is not usually a

278




sufficiently salient or strong motive to induce a high level
. of activity [or comnmitment] . . . (p. 313)

In effect, then, an incentive may be offered to respondents to
create a personal goal which motivates participation where no other

goal or motivation exists.

In this sense, hard-to-reach respondents are those for whom
the positive forces to cooperate are quite low, where direct
connections to personal goals cannot be readily established and
appeals to civic responsibility or benefits to society are quite
likely to fail. For example, economically and educationally
disadvantaged populations--and others disenfranchised or alienated
from the mainstream society--typically have no context for valuing
research or their contribution to the research process and are less
likely to be persuaded to participate in surveys on the basis of
"social utility." It is thus generally unrealistic to expect them
to give their time simply because of the wpotential policy
implications of the data we ask them to provide. In short, one
mist recognize that there are indeed some subpopulations where the
"social contract" has broken down, where the dominant mode of
decision making is cost-benefit analysis (Groves, 1992) and where
economic rather than social exchange processes are paramount.

It is at this intersection that we encounter many of those
respondents who we designate ag hard-to-reach, and where the use of
remuneration takes on major significance as the incentive of
choice, as those based on personal goale, obligatioms to society,
and social utility become increasingly blurred or nonexistent.
Although these segments of our society may well be growing, they
8till undoubtedly constitute a clear minority. Thus, a major
challenge for those who choose to use respondent incentives to
encourage participation ammng thase who are hard-to-gpurvey is to
strike a pragmatic and appropriate balance between providing
effective levels of remuneration to induce such groups to respond
while simultaneously minimizing the risk of alienating those for
whom the "social contract" is very much intact, among whom a sense
of civic duty is alive and well, thereby continuing to provide a
more than adequate basis for their participation in surveys they
perceive to be of benefit to themselves, our society, and the
nation.
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Summary of Resolvable Errors in Bdit Output

Benzene

chckcode codable primary occupation (gprmy cd) - housewife (agid=03233);
fregs gisfx2 = 0 for 1 case _
rtickicd 1look into the operative procedure codes on page 1 - should these codes

be based on residual body site?
page 61, agid=01187: can this be coded per earlier error resolution =

ICE
mainedit £lagl55-multibirth no, 1 preg, 2 livebirths- agid=0ps011 »
chckcode 1 case w/emp_cd=10- do not assign- agid=08222
phone area codes- page 1 -cbs 29 and 30: 910 should 919

duplicate phone #:
area code=815; gid=009020090-check last name-it appears it may be

the same person who was a proxy with same first and middle names
but different last name
addresses with more than 1 phone:
251 ...- fix 6th digit in 1st phone #
4329.. - put last digit in 3rd position for first cbservation

‘street page 69: blocks 5 and 6

1)

2}
3)

4)

5)

E)

7}

page 88 blocks 4 and 5
page 126 - last 2 blocks

Iransaction log

The transaction log should be log of CHANGES MADE to database - not changes
INTENDED to be made - describe how this log is created with respect to the
SAS program where corrections are programmed.

provide report of errors - changes not made- as provided earlier.

local variables (i.e. AQID=2795: LREGZIP) should never be changed

need consistent handling of #’'s(i.e. AQID=0118: "#10"), apt, NO (1st wvs. 2nd
line of address)

re-sort this report: agid, variable name, reverss chronological date and time

appears to be 2 gids for agid=2923. Please look into this and also provide
proc freg/list of agid * gid.

NORC needs to do very careful QA/QC of transaction log prior to finalizingt

files and sending final deliverable - perhaps forward this to ATSDR for
review electronically (scrambled) prior to review of other deliverables
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specific problems:

a0ID
0118

0152

oeo2

2692
2876
2523

3554

Problem
"Court"” should be standardized

"Calendar, CT" appears in final edit output, but in this log seems t
be an old value that was changed to "Venice, CA". How can this be?

Cancer condition (2/91) appeare to have occurred BEFORE last intervie
date i

Variable Name blank
PE should be PARE

*2 gids??
why so many changes - is this correct? need details on case

condition (D/B89) appears to have occurred BEFORE last interview date
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DISCUSSION

Diane K. Willimack
National Agricultural Statistics Service

I would like to begin by congratulating and commending these authors on two thorough and
well-presented papers. Kulka has written a theory section that sets the stage for incentive use in
surveys and raises conceptual issues for consideration by survey designers. He goes on to provide
a thorough review of the literamre and a thoughtful evaluation of the implications for survey
designers, particularly regarding "hard-to-reach” population subgroups.

Ezzati, White, Mosher, and Sanchez -- the NCHS authors plus one — have provided a
compilation of the findings from a series of experiments in which incentive use has been
systematically studied on a wide variety of survey types and target populations — from hospitals to
households, from physicians to disadvantaged population subgroups. In addition they report the
value to interviewers of incentive use: how respondent incentives enhance interviewers' confidence
and their ability to do their job, as well as how interviewer incentives enhance their morale and
motivadon. This summary challenges us all to consider how to apply their findings to our own
survey situations, so that we need not reinvent the wheel.

Allow me to share what I learned from these two papers. Kulka differentiates the social
norm of reciprocity and social exchange theory from the theory of economic exchange as the
conceptual basis for incentive use in surveys. Typically we describe incentives by their type —
Monctary vs. nonmonetary -- and timing - prepaid vs. promised. Let us focus on timing. Use of
prepaid incentives is based on the social theories, while promised incentives are believed to invoke
economic exchange in respondents.

These authors tend to use the terms "incentive" and "remuncration” intcrchangeably. Kulka
also uses the word "compensation”. I decided to look up these words in my Random House
Collegiate Dictionary (1988). 1 know that our use of words as jargon need not have any
relationship with the English language, but I thought this cxcrcisc might be instructive, as well as
help me clarify my thoughts.

“Incentive,” in my dictionary, is defined as "something that incites to action,” and lists as
synonyms, "stimulus, spur, incitement, encouragement.” Let me interpret: encouragement to
respond. "Remuneration” is "something that remunerates; reward; pay.” "Remunerate” means "to
recompense,” which means "to repay or reward (someone), as for aid or service.” Again I offer
my interpretation: 1o recompense (repay) for aiding us by responding to our survey. Finally,
"compensation” is "something given or received as an equivalent for services, etc.,” with synonyms
"recompensc, remuncration, payment.” It seems w me that "remuncration” and “compensation”
are interchangeable with each other, but not with "incentve."

Let us rewrn o theory. One of the problems with promised incendves is that, in many
studies comparing them to prepaid incentives, the amount of money or the item was token in nature.
Thus while the "promise” tends to invoke economic exchange in respondents, the token nature was
not sufficient to influence respondents to engage in the economic contract. But remuneration does
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invoke economic exchange, since it implies an amount of money sufficiently close to the value of
the service of survey response rendered by the respondent. ;

Thus, if an incentive is token in namre, it must be prepaid, for it can only rely upon social
norms in order to be successful. If a promised incentive is to be used, then, for it to be successful,
it must be substantial enough to be considered remuncration or compensation in an economic
exchange. Of course the latter must take into consideration the difficulty of the burden of the task
of completing the survey. Perhaps I have just exhibited a firm grasp of the obvious, but this notion
did not crystalize for me until I read these two papers side by side.

However, tokens appear to work in instances when signs of appreciation and good faith are
meaningful to the respondent. For example, the National Agricultural Statstics Service (NASS)
conducted an incentive experiment on the 1992 Farm Costs and Rewrns Survey, an annual
voluntary survey of U.S. farm operators collecting detailed expenditure and income data in personal
interviews lasting 90 minutes on average. Response rates were increased by nearly 5.5 percentage
points in the group receiving a prepaid nonmonetary incentive. Of greater interest, though, was
the finding that incentive use increased response rates by 17 points among the smallest farms (those
with sales less than $20,000) and by nearly 12 points among the largest farms with sales of
$500,000 or more. The token pocket portfolio and calculator that we gave them cannot have
indicated an economic exchange to these large farms. Instead, it likely had appeal as a symbol of
appreciation consistent with the repeated survey contact to which these two groups, in particular,
are subjected (Willimack, 1993).

Farms are establishments, and NASS surveys collect establishment information from them.
Although farms may be a special case because they exhibit many of the same characteristics as
households, application of incentives or remuneration in establishment surveys is not mrivial. The
NCHS paper reports a survey of hospital records, in which hospitals are paid for their service of
abstracting sampled records. This is clearly remuneration with basis in economic exchange.
However this may not always be so clear cut for incentive usc or remuncration in establishment
surveys, particularly surveys of businesses.

Incentives arc meant W "incite action,” to influcnce the decision to participate in a survey
and 1o motivate the respondent. But in an establishment survey, it is unclear who we are attempting
to influence with incentive use. In an establishment, the person making the decision about survey
participation may not be the desired respondent. The desired respondent is the person who is the
most knowledgeable provider of the information being sought, usually the person who has access
and understanding of any records to be used as a source for responding (Edwards and Cantor,

1991).

If a prepaid incentive is provided in an establishment survey, who gets it? Is it the boss,
in order to "incite” or encourage a favorable decision about responding? Or is it the employee who
actually completes the survey instrument, in order to motivate careful response? Or is it the
business, as income or as payment for the service of completing the survey? It does seem less
difficult to make this “leap” if it is remuneration being offercd rather than an incentive.
Remuneration is more clearly a payment to the business for the service of completing the
guestionnaire, But then the dollar amount must be reasonable relative to the burden of the task.
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" Let us consider further the dollar amount to be used as an incentive or as an offer of
remuneration. I think money is wicky, unless the amount is clearly token. Money is a sensitive
topic for many people, and it has all kinds of different connotatdons. No maner how much is
offered, there will always be someone for whom that amount is not enough. Furthermore, since
respondents use all the information available to them when responding to survey questions, it seems
reasonable to suggest that the same is true in those initial moments of contact during which a survey
participation decision is being made. A key piece of information is the dollar amount being
offered. 1 think the dollar amount provides an indication to respondents about the potential
difficulty of the survey task, and may arouse suspicion. The amounts of $20, $30, $50, even $100
in several of the health smdies described by the NCHS authors may have provided a fair indication
of the difficulty of the task. On the other hand, consider the James and Bolstein (1992) study cited
by Kulka in which a promise of $50 failed to increase response rates in a survey of construction
subcontractors. Similarly, in the HIV survey described in the NCHS paper, $175 offered to survey
refusers increased response rates by only 4 percentage points, while $100 resulted in a 10 point
increase. These inordinately large dollar amounts may have indicated a difficult survey task to the
respective target populations, resulting in a sense, "Well, if you're offering that much money, then
what you're asking me to do must be really hard, embarrassing, or uncomfortable. It must be
something that [ don’t want 1o do.” Meanwhile, the choice to accept or reject the offer — to engage
in the economic contract -- remains with the respondent.

The amount of money offered as an incentive or as remuneration is an important variable
to the survey designer. Here we have reached the edge of a gaping hole in the literature on
incentives. What is the trade-off between the incentive or remuneration amount and the difficulty
of the survey task? Indeed, under which survey circumstances will a token incentive suffice, and
when is remuneration needed? These papers scem to suggest that when the survey task is
particularly intrusive, burdensome, lengthy, or longitudinal, then the promise of remuneration
seems appropriate, if not necessary. But these factors must be evaluated relative to the expectations
and perceptions of the members of the target population: Perhaps a personal interview lasting 1%
to 3 hours and requesting detiled expensc and income data is considered by farm opcrators © be
as personal and sensitive as the Survey of Family Growth asking women aged 15-44 about abortion
and sexual practices. As discussants are required to say, "more research is needed.”

Furthermore, participants at the 1992 COPAFS conference on incentives listed guidelines
for OMB 10 consider when evaluating incentive use in Federal surveys (COPAFS, 1993). These

include:
“To compensate a respondent if there is risk in participating. "

“When there are unusual demands or intrusions on the respondent (e.g., lengthy interviews,
keeping a diary, having a blood sample drawn, ...)."

"When sensitive questions are being asked.”

“If there is a lengthy field period (e.g., @8 commitment over tme for a panel survey).”

"If there is any out-of-pocket cost to the respondent ...~
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"If the respondent is a small business or a nonprofit institution in a voluntary survey and
the respondent perceives some cost and burden to participating.”

* Although these represent only a subset of COPAF’s recommendations to (OMB, it appears to me
that they outline survey circumstances that favor remuncration, as I have defined it in this
discussion. However, there may be survey situations in which an incentive, as 1 have differentiated
it, will suffice. If OMB policy appears to favor remuneration over incentive use, then agencies will
design surveys accordingly, with consequences for survey budgets, management. and respondent
burden. OMB needs to write policy that recognizes and encourages gppropriate use of both
incentives and remuneration.

How do we evaluate the effectiveness of incentives or remuneration in surveys? In the early
days, as Kulka poims out in his litcrature review, it was as simple as "Were response rates
increased by incentive use?" A resounding "YES" is supporied by a large number of studies on
various types of surveys. Soon attention turned to the quality of the data, adding the question,
"Does incentive use improve the quality of the data through the respondent’s increased anentiveness
to the survey task, particularly reflected in reduced itsm nonresponse?”, or, at least, "Can we be
sure that data quality has not been reduced?” Again, both Kulka and the NCHS authors provide
a great deal of evidence supporting improved data quality related to incentive use or remuneration.

Let me next turn attention to what [ call potential "dividends" to be achieved from incentive
use: reduction in components of total survey error. Both sets of authors provide a number of
examples of increased survey participation among "hard-to-reach” or typically under-represented
population subgroups. In addition, the NCHS authors have provided results that show systematic
differences on key variables among groups whose participation was increased by remuneration.
Thus, these papers present evidence that nonresponse bias in survey estimates may be reduced
through use of incentives or remuneration.

Meorcover, let me offer an additional "dividend” found in two incentive experiments in
which | have been involved: enhanced ability to identify ineligible sample units, resulting in
nonsampling error reduction. In an incentive experiment on the 1991 Detroit Area Swmdy, a
statistically significant increase was found in the rate of incligibile samplc addreascs. This may
have been due, in part, to more diligent postal returns of the small packages containing a prepaid
pen incentive, along with more reliable interviewer confirmation, when an address was a vacant
housing unit, a business, or an incorrect address (Willimack and others, 1994). A replication of
this result is currently being tested in the 1994 Detroit Area Study.

In addition, in the incentive experiment conducted on the 1992 Farm Costs and Returns
survey, a higher rate of sample units being screened out as non-farms, and therefore not eligible
for the survey, was found to be statistically significant. Incentive recipients who had no agriculwre
may have been more anentive to the survey request and more deiermined 10 notify the inerviewer
of their non-farm status, rather than to refuse or be inaccessible based on a belief that the survey

did not apply to them (Willimack, 1993).
Incentive smudies of the 1990°s appear to have added cost evaluations or cost-benefit analyses

of incentive use or remuneration. The results of the pretest of the Survey of Family Growth are
particularly compelling. They show that the $20 incentive/remuneration actually saved money over
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no incentive, since these respondents required fewer contacts and were less likely to break
appointments, resulting in reduced interviewing costs. '

Cost evaluation is an area that stll needs development. Achieved cost savings may not
always be so clear. Instead, frequently we are left to judge whether observed benefits were
sufficient to justify the additional costs of incentive/remuneration use. It is difficult to put a dollar
value on increased response rates, improved data quality, and reduction in total survey error. No
doubt we all consider these to be very valuable. But how much improvement is needed in order
to justify the additional cost of incentives or remuneration? What production and efficiency
measures should be monitored during data collection and post-survey review and processing? What
comparisons with which other survey methods should be undertaken? We must be able to evaluare

whether incentive use or remuneration is the best tool to pull out of our methodology tool box.

Again 1 congratulate the authors, and 1 thank them for their contributions to our
understanding of incentive use in surveys.

REFERENCES

Council of Professional Associations on Federal Statistics (COPAFS) (1993), Providing Incentives

1o Survey Respondents: Final Report (Contract No. GS0092AEMO0914), Washington, D.C.:

Regulatory Information Service Center, General Services Administration.

Edwards, W. 8., and Cantor, D. (1991), "Toward a Response Model in Establishment Surveys,”

Ch. 12 in Measurement Errors in Surveys, edited by P. P. Beimer, R. M. Groves, L. E. Lyberg,
N. A. Mathiowetz, and S. Sudman, New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., pp. 211-233.

James, J. M., and Bolstein, R. (1992), "Large Monetary Incentives and Their Effect on Mail
Survey Recponse Rates,” Public Opinion Quarterly 56:442-453,

The Random House Collegiate Dictionary (1988), New York: Random House, Inc.

Willimack, D. K. (1993), "Selected Results of the Incentive Experiment on the 1992 Farm Costs

and Rewrns Survey,” Proceedings of the Inmterantional Conference on Establishment Surveys,

Alexandria, VA: Amaerican Statistical Association, pp. 490-495.

Willimack, D. K., Schuman, H., Pennell, B. E., and Lepkowski, J. M. (1994),"The Effects of a
Prepaid Nonmonetary Incentive on Response Rates and Response Quality in a Face-to-Face
Survey," unpublished manuscript, Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research, University
of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI.

294




e

DISCUSSION

W. Sherman Edwards
Westat, Inc.

The use of monetary incentives in surveys is an endlessly fascinating topic for those of us
in the business of collecting and analyzing survey data. Regardless of the importance and policy
relevance of any particular survey, regardless of the eminent history and usefulness of the
statistics derived from a survey, at some point in data collection it gets down to the trenches —
gﬁﬂiﬂgﬂ#hﬂrﬂummp(mﬂﬂllmmpnrm.ﬁndi.ngﬂl:lﬂﬂﬁlll&i?ﬂﬂnbjﬂt.pmuadingﬂﬂ
last indifferent citizen to answer what seem to him like senseless and repetitive questions. The
use of monetary incentives to help in this unavoidable struggle raises interesting methodological
questions and, even more provocatively, questions about our relationship with our respondents.
As a society, we arc strongly ambivalent about money; it is the most public of our life's
trappings, and yet at the same time it is the most private. Every survey researcher knows that it
is not questions about sexual behavior or the intimate details of health that elicit the highest item
refusal rates — it is questions about income and financial assets. Introducing money into any
relationship that is not primarily an economic one complicates that relationship, as anyone who
has loaned money to a relative or friend can attest.

My discussion is organized first around two specific methodological questions and then
addresses the relationship issue. Although the literature on the effects of monetary incentives is
extensive, | will suggest several areas that warrant considerable further study.

The first methodological question is the most basic, "Do monetary incentives improve
response rates?” The two papers today provide a fairly unequivocal "Yes" response to this
guestion for surveys where incentive experiments were conducted. The paper by Dick Kulka
examines the use of incentives for hard-to-survey populations. This is a very comprehensive
paper; it provides a thorough and very useful overview of the research literature on incentives, of
different theoretical views of how incentives work, and of the methodological issues raised when
considering monetary incentives. The paper then goes on to explore in more detail issues around
incentives for hard-to-survey populations. Although this comment is not particularly relevant to
my discussion, I can't help but note that I never before considered the commonalty among drug
users, physicians, youth in general, CEOs, impoverished urban minorities, diabetics, unwed
mothers, small farm operators, and those defaulting on student loans. (They are all considered
hard to survey, and thus worthy of consideration for monetary incentives.)

The paper by Trena Ezzati and her colleagues reviews the experiences with monetary
incentives of several surveys about health and the use of health care services conducted by the
National Center for Health Statistics and the Agency for Health Care Policy and Research. This
paper presents a more detailed look at a smaller number of studies, including some that have
pushed at the edges of the envelope containing this issue.

Kulka surveyed participants in the 1993 COPAFS conference on incentives, and found
their use widespread. I think it's fair to characterize the view of many survey firms towards
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incentives as one of a number of tools that they can use to achieve satisfactorily high response
rates, but one that is often used with some reluctance. Other tools in this kit, of course, include
repeated callbacks to convert initially reluctant respondents, the use of specially designed
persuasive materials that may be targeted to particular reasons for refusal, and the use of
especially effective interviewers. How do we choose among these tools in designing our data
collection strategies? The most sympathetic view is that we choose rationally, based on
empirical evidence and careful consideration of all alternatives, choosing the most cost-effective
procedures possible. A more cynical view might be that many surveys or survey organizations
opt for incentives because they are easier to implement than other approaches. 1 suspect that
both views have some truth. For mail surveys, a fair amount of thought and research have been
devoted to optimal design strategies, most notably Dillman's Total Design Method (Dillman,
1978). The literature on telephone surveys is somewhat less well developed, and that on in-
person still less. This is in part because the issues become more complex as the relationship
between survey and respondent becomes more personal. Recent work by Groves and Couper
(1994, e.g.) is notable in applying constructs and research techniques from several disciplines to
the tool kit. One lesson from their work is that we still have a lot to learn about the tools,
including when and how to use them.

An important part of the question of whether incentives work is whether they are cost-
effective. Some of the research studies cited in the two papers included formal evaluations of
cost-effectiveness. The recent NSFG evaluation, for example, found that the cost per case for
the $20 incentive treatment was lower than for the non-incentive treatment. in addition to
yielding higher response rates. Other studies have examined the cost of monetary incentives
against other methods, such as repeated mailings, to achieve comparable response rates. Often,
incentives seem to reduce the cost of surveys The cost-effectiveness of a monetary incentive is
related to the mode of administration and the size of the incentive. The marginal cost of a $20
incentive for an in-person survey is clearly much lower than the cost of a similar incentive in a
mail survey. Kulka mentions the possible effectiveness of an incentive in locating elusive
respondents. In-person locating is one of the most expensive of data collection activities — even
a small improvement in locating effectiveness would probably be worth the cost of a monetary
incentive judiciously mentioned to an informant.

The second methodological question is, "What effect do monetary incentives have on
data quality?" Kulka notes two commonly expressed views from the research literature: the first
that respondents view incentives as a kind of "social exchange,” and thus work harder and
provide better responses. The second is that incentives are an "external motivator,” decreasing
internal motivation and hence reducing the quality of responses. Here, the literature is
somewhat less persuasive. Some studies, like the NSFG experiment and the seroprevalence
survey pilot cited by Ezzati, take the "more is betier” view, which is probably often appropriate,
partucularly when the results are as dramatic as in these studies. Few studies have combined
incentive experiments with validation of data, which is often difficult or even impossible. In
particular, how does data quality differ between those who would (or do) participate without an
incentive and those for whom the incentive makes the difference? To examine this, we might
use respondents' perceptions about the use of incentives as an explanatory variable for some
measures of data quality.
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The only study cited that explicitly explored respondents' attitudes was associated with
the NHIS Youth Risk Behavior Supplement, as cited by Kulka. Kalton and his colleagues used
follow-up cognitive interviews with youths responding to a field test of the survey to discover an
apparently strong link between the incentive and the effort expended in answering questions.
This seems an especially promising methodology for exploring the effects of incentives,
particularly on "special” or hard-to-survey populations.

Monetary incentives arc frequently uscd in diary surveys — such use is even sanctioned
by the Office of Management and Budget. Could a monetary incentive affect the behavior of
interest by a diary keeper? At the recent AAPOR conference, Diane Woodard of Arbitron
(1994) described a series of incentive experiments for respondents in their radio listencrship
survey. One treatment involved a sweepstakes with a $3,000 first prize in addition to the usual
nominal monetary incentive. In this treatment, all radio ratings increased. The post hoc
explanation of this phenomenon was that respondents had increased their radio listening (or at
least their reporting) in the erroneous belief that this would increase their chances of winning the
sweepstakes, Another explanation, of course, is that the sweepstakes respondents were simply
reporting better, although I am inclined to accept Woodard's interpretation.

A strongly held view of many survey researchers is that all respondents should be subject
to exactly the same stimulus, as nearly as this can be controlled by the survey design. Only in
this way can we be confident of the reliability of survey responses. This view has come under
increasing criticism from those who view the structured interview as too restrictive a vehicle for
meaningful exchange of information. For the more traditional view, monetary incentives may
throw a monkey wrench in the works. As Kulka notes, some surveys offer incentives only to
"hard-core” refusals or to those who are expected to be difficult to locate or interview. Even
when the same incentive is offered to all respondents, their reactions to being "paid” for their
time undoubtedly vary considerably. In every survey I've been associated with that offered
incentives, some respondents refused to accept them. Again, it would seem useful to ask
respondents how they feel about the payment, and to examine how responses vary by these
views. Al the heart of the matter, do monetary incentives introduce more variation in respondent
motivation and perception of the survey than otherwise cxists?

Let me now turn to the issue of the relationship between the survey and the respondent.
If we define this relationship in terms of the use of incentives, there seem to be three views of
the nature of the relationship. The first, which I would associate with not using incentives, is
that surveys are a social good, and that participation alone is sufficient reward. Clearly,
government surveys are the most logical candidates for this high-minded view, and there is some
evidence in support of it. The Census Burcau does not use incentives, and yet achieves the
highest response rates in the industry, even setting aside their mandatory surveys.

Those of us in the private sector, however, tend to be fairly pragmatic, if still somewhat
ambivalent, as Kulka reports, about the use of incentives. What claim does Westat or anyone
else outside of the government have on respondents, even if we do often represent the
government? (I note that all of the surveys described in the Ezzati et al paper were conducted by
private contractors.) Even if we have ethical concerns about the faimess of paying respondents
in some surveys but not others, or of paying the "hard-core” but not the compliant, are the

297




atmumm]rmnmnm:hw? Is it ethically more appealing to ask again and again, or to fly
in the charming interviewer from Indiana, than to offer a monetary incentive?

. Another view of the relationship between survey and respondent is that of the "social

exchange” that Kulka describes. I would suggest that many who conduct survey research are
most comfortable with this view. | have heard many researchers, some in describing incentive
experiments, say, "The interviewers feel better when they can give the respondent something.”
Mmmmuﬂnynun&:nmmwpmm Each of today's papers had onc
mention of the positive effect of respondent incentives on interviewer behavior. This is anut‘hcr
area that warrants further study.

One of the groundbreaking studies described by Ezzati et al is the pilot test of the
National Household HIV Seroprevalence Survey, conducted by RTI in Dallas. Here, the size of
the incentives offered ($50, $100, $175) seem to go well beyond what would be called for in a
social exchange view of the interview. Respondents were asked in retum for a blood sample and
to complete a brief sexual history questionnaire. However, the context of this survey was
socially charged. Respondents might be fearful of the blood draw in general, but particularly
because it was associated with an AIDS survey. One view of the size of the incentive was that it
was an appropriately attractive exchange for asking respondents to overcome a whole set of
fears,

The third view of monetary incentives in this relationship is that of a business
transaction, or "economic exchange,” as it is described in the Kulka paper -- we are paying the
respondent for his or her time. The implication of this view is that we are participants in an
information marketplace, subject to the principles of supply and demand. In government
household surveys, even those conducted by contractors, most researchers shy away from this
view, and even explicitly deny it. Even some incentive experiments wind up giving all
respondents the same pavment. The survey of allergists cited by Ezzati is an example -
regardless of the incentive treatment, all participating physicians were eventually paid the same
amount,

One is really taking an economic view when one uses disproportionate payments for
different survey respondents, including payment to initial nonresponders but not to compliers.
Here, we pay according to how badly we want the information — truly supply and demand. This
practice is anathemna to some researchers, who cite the ethics of faimess and their distaste for
rewarding noncompliant behavior.

Where monetary incentives have sometimes become a business transaction is, not
surprisingly, in surveys of businesses. The prediction about respondents coming to expect
incentives has probably come to pass for physician surveys, although Kulka notes that some are
still conducted successfully without incentives. Ezzati et al describe the experience of the
Natnonal Hospital Discharge Survey, where hospitals are routinely paid piecework for
completing survey forms. The National Medical Expenditure Survey's Medical Provider Survey
also allowed payment for survey respondents, the amount to be negotiated, but only if requested
by the medical provider. On the other hand, most Federal establishment surveys do not offer
reimbursement on demand or incentives.

208




One argument put forward against monetary incentives is that respondents will come to
expect payment, and response rates will be even harder to achieve at a reasonable cost. This is
referred to in the summary of last year's COPAFS symposium as the "slippery slope” argument.
In essence, this argument says that the use of incentives breeds the perception of a survey
marketplace. It seems unlikely that this effect would occur among the general public solely from
Federal surveys. Even with the current rate of surveying, most households are never or rarely
selected for a government survey (excepting the decennial Census, of course). If we are in or to
be in a survey marketplace in this sensc, commercial surveys will have had more to do with that
result, and OMB has no control over their behavior. The "slippery slope” is more likely to refer
to the behavior of survey organizations if we come to rely too routinely on monetary incentives
to achieve our response rate goals.

One noticeable feature of both of these well-prepared and very interesting papers is the
number of experiments that have been conducted around incentives, particularly for Federal
surveys. I suspect that as we in the statistical community continue to explore the complexities of
our relationship with our survey respondents, we will continue to conduct incentive experiments
at an unflagging pace. There is certainly much more to leamn about the effects of incentives on
data quality, and about alternative methods for influencing respondent compliance. .
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